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ADHYAYA III. 

(^Ssua-Lakshana. 

PADA I. 

ADHIKARAl^TA (1). 

{Laying doVan the subject to be considered . ) 

SUtra (1). Now then, the ^^sha-Adhyaya. 

(;y The vermilion-coraplexioDed, elephant-lieadcd god, fclie Great Gann- 
pati, embraced by Siddhi and Lakshm!, the destroyer of obstacles-— in 
Him I take my refuge ! 

With this sUtra, the author proceeds to explain whatever remains 
to be explained, after all that has been said in the first two Adhydyas. 

Wo have seen that the Author of the Bhashya, while setting forth 
all that is meant by the highly suggestive first sUtra, has fully ex- 
plained, in the first two Adhydy as ^ the means of knowing Dharma, as well 
fis its Form, all Vbout which is merely briefly hinted at in the second sutra ; 
f^nd then, in the remaining Adhydyas he has fully dealt with all other 
i^uestion 8 connected withDharma that demand consideration — such as, what 
are the means of accomplishing Dhannaj that are the auxiliaries helping 
it in its fruition ? — what are not such means and hence no auxiliaries, 
not according it any help? — in what actions the Agent is the principal 
factor, the actions bringing about results desired by him ?— in which of 
them he is only a secondary factor, the Actions not bringing about any 
■ such results P 

Thus then, we find that the word * ^Bsha-lakshana ’ means the ‘ remaining 
Adhydyas.* Though the Adhydyas referred to are many, yet the word is in 
the singular number, in view of the singleness of the class * Lakshaua * 
{or ‘Adhyaya,’ to which all Adhydyas helong) . 

Though in the next we find * ^Ssha* defined as that which is 
auxiliary to another (and as such the word * fesha-lakshaua’ in the first 
sutra should be taken as meaning tho^* definition hf Q^sha ’), yet all that it 
nan be taken to show is that,^he Author begins with the explanation of 
*Anxilif&»ay character,* Which is one of the many subjects to be dealt with 
; in the * remaining Ailhyayas.* 
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That is to say, there being many things to be dealt with, he coni, 
begin with any one of them only, and consequently, in due course, li 
begins, in the second sutra^ with an explanation of ^Qesha ’ or ‘ Auxiliar 
character,* which is based upon the fact of iis heiftg for another's purpose 
and which forms the subject of the third Adhydya. 

The compound * (^/Bshadaksha^m ’ may be expounded in two difFerer 
ways, affording two distinct significations of the sentence : (1) As Kurmc 
dhSraya : * ^Bsham* — remaining — lahshanant — Adhyaya ; (2) As Qenitix 
l^atpurmha : ^Ci^shasya lakshanam ' — Definition of auxiliary character. Oi 
even if we accept this latter expounding only, then, too, there is no 
much difference in the sense of the sutra. For, in that case, the wor 
‘ QSahadakshanam ’ meaning ‘ the definition of auxiliary character,* it is a 
parts of this definition that the other subjects are dealt with in th 
subsequent Adhynyas, 

That is to say, all the subjects dealt with in the subsequent Adhydya 
VifrV, the question of the Instigator and the Instigated (iv), the six mean 
of ascertaining the order of sequence (v), the capability or title to tli 
performance of certain sacrifices (vi), etc., etc. — all are particular feature 
relative to auxiliaries ; and as such, even though they happen to bi 
dealt with in other Adhydya$^ they are spoken of as included in th 
* Definition of or Auxiliary.* 

For instance, (1) it is the Auxiliary that is the Instigator of it 
Primary (and hence the subject of the Fourth Adhydya is dependent upo 
the definition of the Auxiliary). i 

(2) As for the Order of sequence (dealt with in the Fifth Adhydya] 
that too is a ‘ g^ha * (Auxiliary), dependent upon the Tratjogavacana (th 
collective Injunction laying down the performance of the Primary alon 
with all its Auxiliaries). That is to say, when various Primaries, eac 
bringing about an independent result, or various subsidiaries of a singf 
Primary leading to a single result, happen to be enjoined by a singj 
collective Injunction, it is found impossible for all of them to be performed 
simultaueously ; and as such the order of their sequence becomes 1 
necessary auxiliary factor in their performance ; and -this order i 
ascertained by the six means of Direct Assertion, Implication, Sequence c 
the Texts, Position, Order of the Primary, and Order of Actual Perfoi 
mauco. 

(3) It is only as auxiliary to the sacrifice that the Performer has hi 
title to the performance (considered in the sixth Adhydya) ; as the Perfoi 
nier being the accomplisher of that which is to be accomplished (b 
means of the Action), (it is he that is the veal auxiliary to Actions) ; — wha 
is a material to the Action ? Specially so as the fact of the Pc?rforni«^ 
being auxiliary to the Action is shown by the sutra itself, as based upo 
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ilie f&ct of liis beinf< distinctly enjoined for the sake of the Action — vide 
S&tra III — i — 5. 

In the same manner, the latter six Adhydyas treat of the subjects of 
the existence of auxiliaries, the forms, and extent, etc., with regard to 
Such Primaries as have no auxiliaries distinctly laid down. 

For instance, Adh. VII having established the existence of auxiliaries 
for sdcb Primaries, Adh« VIII serves to show what are the auxiliaries 
of which aci^pn, and from where they are obtained ; — Adh. IX shows that 
in the Veda, the principal factor being its meaning, the form of the auxili- 
ary depends upon the due ascertainment of the meaning of texts bearing 
Upon it ; — in Adh. X, we have the question of the Exclusion and Inclu- 
sion of auxiliaries ; — Adh. XI deals with the extent of the performance, 
as ascertained by Tantra (Contraction) and Av/tpd (Expansion); — and Adb. 
XII shows that, in the matter of auxiliaries, if the auxiliaries accomplished 
in connection with one set of actions be accepted as helping in another 
action alsoj^then, this latter action having its purposes served by the 
auxiliaries of another, it will be necessary for us to assume very few 
auxiliaries ; while, on the contrary, it would be necessary to make a vast 
number of assumptions* 


Or, it may be that the third Adhyaya is the only ‘ Q^sha-lakshana* and 
it is this alone that is introduced by the siitra in question. As for the 
we find each of them prefaced by an independent sutnu 
is the third Adhyaya alone that treats of the Auxiliary 
character, together with all things related to it. 


other Adhydyasj^ 
Consequently it 


The word * Ma ' in the sUifa may be taken in any one, or all together, 
of its three senses of seqttencef dependence on what has been explained before^ 
and introduction. The sense of the sutra thus comes to be that — ‘ we proceed 
with the Definition of Qesha^ which depends upon a due Differ entiation of 
Actions^ that has been dealt with in the immediately preceding Adhyaya* 
In answer to the question as to why we proceed with the ^Bsha^ 
lakshauaf — we have the word ‘ atah * (‘ then *), which mentions the reason ; 
the sense being— Inasmuch as without the knowledge of one Action being 
different from another, we could not understand what ‘ QSsha * (or Auxili- 
ary) means, we proceed to explain this latter, immediately after the treat- 
ment of the Difference of Actions. That is to say, the relationship of the 
Auxiliary and the Primary ia^ossible only between things that are distinct 
fi*om on^another ; for yhen two things are identical, neither of them could 
be spoken of as auxiliary to the other. 
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Then again, immodiately rfter the Differe»»ce of Actions, it becomes 
necessary to explain the Auxiliary character ; because the due consideration 
of all other questions — relating to the Instigator, etc., — depends upon the 
ascertainment of the Auxiliary cliaracter. 

In this alone lies the connection between the two Adhyayas (II and 
III) ; and as this is mentioned fully in the $Utra itself, the BhAshya does 
not take the trouble of explaining it over again. Thecase ofAdh. il 
was different ; the first sutra of that Adhy/iya did not p^int out any 
connection with the preceding Adhy^ya ; consequently, in that place, we 
had tlie Bh&shya explaining the connection in detail, in the sentences Pra* 
thamB AdhydyB^ etc., etc. As a matter of fact, we find that the Adhyayas 
are related in the subjects that they treat of, and not in the mere verbal 
form of the texts ; and hence the BhUshya took the trouble of explaining 
the connection between Adhyayas T and IT, after having shown in brief 
what had gone in the preceding Adhyaya^ and what was coming in the one 
just then begun. In the present instance however we find that the connec- 
tion between the Adhyayas II and III has been distinctly shown by the 
words * atha ’ and * atak ’ of the sUtra itself ; and it is to that alone that 
the Bhdshya merely refers by the sentence — The Adhy^ya dealing with Ditf- 
tincl Actions has been finished. 

And in this sentence, the Bhdshya has spoken of ‘ Difference ’ alone, 
as forming the principal factor in the question dealt with in Adh. II, — and 
it does not make any mention of the other supplementary .matters therein 
dealt with,— because it is the Difference of Actions alone Aiat helps in the 
explanation of Auxiliary character. 

The reason why at the beginning of Adh. II the Bhdshya has spoken 
of in detail of every question dealt with in the preceding Adhyaya^ is that 
due ascertainment of the Difference of Actions depends upon everyone of the 
details dealt with in the First Adhydya^ which deals with the Means of 
knowing Dharma, duly divided into (1) Injunctions, (2) Valedictory Pas- 
sages, (3) Mantras, (4) Srarti-regulationa, (5) Injunctions of accessories, 
(6) Names, (7) and (8) the Ascertainment of doubtful points by means of 
subsequent sentences and the character of the purpose served. 

For instance, (1) in the ‘ we have the assertion 

* avigBshddanarthaham hi sydt * (in Sutra II — ii — 2), on the sole strength of 
the previous definition of the Veda as the means of knowing Dharma, As 
a matter of fact, we find that when there is nothing else to be enjoined the 
Injunctive Word cannot but be takeu as laying down the form of an Ac- 
tion ; and as such it must point out an Actiofi different from all that may 
have been already laid down ; and thus we find that the differentiation of 
Actions is wholly dependent upon the knowledge of the character of 
Injunctions, • 
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(2) In the case of the three sentences — ‘ Vishnurupan^u yashtavyahy 
e/c.* (dealt with in Sutraa II — ii — 9, etc.)» we find that it is only when they 
are recognized as valedictory passages that they are not taken as laying 
down three distinct sacrifices ; because of the fact of Valedictory Passages 
having no injunctive potency (as shown in Adh. I, Pada ii). That is to 
say, we find these sentences, occurring in the midst of the mention of 
the anomaly of * Jami * (interruption), having the character of valedictory 
passages, on^ account of their forming part of the intermediate Injunc- 
tion ; and as such having no independent injunctive potency, they ai'e not 
taken as laying down three distinct sacrifices with Vishnu, etc., as their 
deities. 

(3) Inasmuch as the serve the purpose of indicating things 

relative to what has been enjoined, — the * Qoddna ' and the ‘ Obyajha ' are 
not taken as distinct actions, on the sole ground of repetition. That is to 
say, the mantras have their injunctive potency suppressed by such causes 
as the presence of the word *yat* words of address, the First Person, 
and so forth; and hence even though they are spoken of as the means 
of accomplishing Dharmay yet they do not serve to point out one action as 
being different from another, even in the case of such mantras as * LSvSngca 
ydbhiryajatB dadati ca, etc.,’ where we have various verbs. 

(4) It is through the due ascertainment of the bearing of the 
grammatical rules dealing with the significations of words, that we 
come to accept the difference of ‘Homa* from * Yaga,* on the ground 
of the former iilvolving a further action of throwing in. Similarly also, 
the Actions are not differentiated by such names as ‘ kafhaka * and the 
like, simply because grammatical rules distinctly make these the names of 
books, for certain reasons therein mentioned. Though the fact of such 
names being coined ones has been urged by some people as an argument 
against the eternalifcy of words, — yet the Author admits it so far as 
explaining it as based upon certain causes. That is to say, the word 
* kdthaka * menus * that which is taught hy Katha* in accordance with the 
rule * tSna proktam ’ ; and hence it is a hook that is taught, and not the 
matter, which latter is only performed ; and thus, inasmuch as we have a 
grammatical rule distinctly laying down the nominal affix in * kafhdka * 
as signifying that which is taught hy Kafha, wo must take it as the name of 
a hook, as it is a book alone that can be taught and explained. 

(5) Accessories^ with new relationships (II— ii— 23), and (6) Names 
also serve to differentiate Actions ; and hence a due knowledge of the 
character of the Accessory and the Name is necessaiy in the matter of the 
differentiation of Actions. * 

(7)»*In the case of* the Prajapatyas, there arises a question as to their 
forming a single sacrifice, or so many distinct sacrifices ; — and this is 
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decided by the help of the supplementary sentence that ‘ The modificatioiw 
of a sacrifice are to be performed in the same maimer as that sacrifice 
itself.’ 

(8) Inasmuch as the number ‘ seventeen ’ could not be accomplished* 
without a due knowledge of the extent of the sacrifice,— in this case, we 
have the doubt settled by ‘ Purpose’ (or use). 

Thus it is for these reasons that, at the beginning of Adh. II, the 
BhSshja has briefly recalled all that has been explained in the preceding 
Adhyaya^ — with a view to show the connection of the Adhydya in question* 
In the present case, however, the Auxiliary character depending only upon 
the Difference of Actions, there is no use of the other details explained in 
Adh. II ; and hence it is this * Difference * alone that is spoken of in the 
Bhdshjfa, 

But this is not the only reason for the very brief reference, in the 
Bhashya, to the matter of the previous Adhydya ; because, just as at the 
beginning of Adh. II, so on the present occasion also, much useful purpose 
would be served by such recapitulation of the couclusions previously 
aiTived at. 

For instance, (1) the Auxiliary character of Actions is to be spoken 
of by Jaimini (III — i — 4), as based upon the fact of their being connected 
with Results brought about by that which is signified by verbs, as shown 
in the Introductory portion of Adh. II (II — i — 1) (2) id III — i — 7, be will 
establish the restricted applications of the details of Ijya. Aushadhi etc., 
in accordance with the difference in the Resultant Apdrva9^ which has 
been shown (Il—i— 5) to be based upon the Difference of Actions (3) in 
connection with the varieus subjects dealt with in Adh. II, we have found 
therein the definition of ‘ ‘ Yajush ’ and ‘ Sdman ’ ; and these defini- 

tions will be utilized in the Sutra III— iiz— 1 et sey. 

' Consequently we must conclude that, inasmuch as there are two ways 
of dealing with a subject,— one that is brief, and another a detailed one, — 
the Bhdshya makes use of one way in one place, and of the other at 
another ; and hence thei'e is nothing incongruous in its adopting the briefer 
method on the present occasion. 

Tims then, the two meanings of the word ^ atha* having been 
explained, we have, thereby, also shown the connection between the two 
Adhyilyas (II and III). 

If, however, it be found that the Connection ii|^already implied by 
other means, then, with a view to avoid the unnecessary repetition, we can 
take the word ‘ atha * as signifying Adhikdra (the propriety of considera- 
tion or inquiry), (and as such referring to whUt is to come in the Adhydya, 
and not to what has gone in the preceding Adhydym). 

In the first sutra oi Adh. 1, we have not taken the word ‘a//itt’ as 
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denotiag Adhihnra ; because what is mentioned in the sUtra is the ‘ desire 
to know Dharma ' j and this Desire is not what is found to bo taken up 
for consideration ; consequently all that that sutra could be taken to 
mean was that ‘ we should now proceed to point out that which should 
be done immediately after the study of the Veda * (and after such study 
what is necessary to do is to have a desire for knowing Dharma), Even 
though^the knowledge of Dharma was also found mentioned therein, as 
qualifying tlj^t Desire, yet that knowledge would come by itself to the 
disciples, by the mere explanation of the meaning of the Veda; and 
consequently, it could not be taken as a fit object to bo mentioned, either 
by the sUtra or the BhUshya or the later commentators, as befitting of 
consideration. Specially as that which, in the assertion of the speaker, 
appears as an object deserving of consideration, cannot be expressed by 
the expression * desire to know * for one who hears that assertion. 

In the present case, on the other hand, we find that the ‘ Definition 
of Auxiliary character ’ is quite capable of being explained as deserving 
of consideration, either in the shape of the AdhySya, or in that of what is 
therein mentioned. The meaning of the sUtra thus comes to be this — 

< Henceforth the Definition of the Auxiliary should be regarded as the 
object of consideration, and it should be carefully grasped and listened 
to.^ Inasmuch as there is no room (after what has boon dealt with in 
Adh. II) for any other Adhydya, we can very reasonably speak of the 
‘ Definition of Auxiliary * as the object of consideration. 

TTor can thA:e be any doubt as to the propriety of the consideration of 
Auxiliary character, on this occasion, in preference to any other subject ; 
because a due understanding of all that is said in the subsequent AdhySyas 
depends upon a correct comprehension of the Auxiliary Character. 
That is to say, the latter six Adhydyas, dealing, as they do, of Implications 
as preceded by Direct Injunction, stand in need of the completion of tlio 
former six AdhyUyas, which treat of Injunction. So also, the Capability 
of Performance (dealt with in the sixth Adhydya) is ascertained as 
existing in the Performer, in the shape of his power to perform the 
Action in the way that it is enjoined ; and as such, a treatment of this 
could not but follow after a due comprebension of all Injunctions, up to 
the order of sequence (of the actions to bo performed) (dealt with in 
Adh. V) ; as it is only when the weight to be carried has been duly 
ascertained beforehand, that we could ascertain whether a certain person 
is capable of cariying it. Then, the order of sequence, both direct and 
implied, is held to be dependent upon the character of the Instigating 
Action (treated of in Adh. ^IV) ; and it is for this reason tliat the order 
of seqneitce is treated dl after Adh, IV. Then again, it is the Principal 
A(?tioii that is the Instigator of the Auxiliaries, which are not instigated 
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by anything else ; and hence it is only right that we should treat of the 
character of the Instigator after that of the Auxiliary has been fully 
dealt with. 

Thus then, the propriety of the taking up of the Definition of 
Auxiliary having been fully established, the BhUshya proceeds to show 
that there are various ways in which the Auxiliary can be defined, — those 
ways consisting of the due treatment of the Form, the Cause, i^d the 
Relationship of tlie Auxiliaries, also with the comparative strength and 
weakness of the means whereby they are i*ecognized. 

Objection : It is as necessary to know the Principals as the 
Auxiliaries ; because so long as any one of these is unknown, there can 
be no performance.” 

Reply : It is true that both should be duly known ; but it is nob 
necessary to speak of both in the s&tra ; because the definition of one 
would necessarily imply that of the other. 

Then there remains the question as to whether the sutras should deal 
directly with the Piinoipals or with the Auxiliaries ; from the fact of the 
treatment of both being equally diflScult, and leading practically to the 
same result, it would seem as if the matter were altogether optional ; in 
fact at first sight, it would appear more reasonable that the treatment 
should be of the Principals, because they form the chief factor ; but still 
this is not what is done ; and the reason is that if the sutra began with 
the definition of the Principal, it would be necessary for it to mention 
that of the Auxiliary also ; because the Principal ( * is explained 

as that which has many Auxiliaries (CBshas) ; and hence the character of 
the former could not bo comprehended without a due comprehension of tbe 
latter ; consequently even though thw Auxiliary is the subordinate factor, 
yet it is of this tliat the sutra gives the defioitiou ; specially as that of the 
Principal follows from that (and does not require a separate mention). 

Another reason for this is that Direct Assertion, Indicative Power and 
the rest, all tend to ascertain the character of the Auxiliary ; and it is as 
a necessary concomitant of this that the Principal becomes indireiJtly 
defined as that which has that Auxiliary. And the comparative strength 
and weakness of these— Direct Assertion, etc., when they appear conjointly, 
— tkat will be treated oi later on, will be found to pertain to tbe Auxiliary ; 
because there Is no Incompatibility amongst them with regard to the 
Principal. 

It is for these reasons that the present sutra lays down the subject 
to be dealt with as the Definition of the Auxiliary, together with all the 
various means of ascertaining that character.' 

^ Tlio questions to be dealt with in this connection arc thus enumera- 
ted in the BhMtya. \ (1) * What is an AuxiUury ? ’ This means that we shnll 
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consider the form of the Auxiliary. (2) ‘ Why is it an Auxiliary/ > 

is to say, we shall explain that character oE the Auxiliavy which •. ^ ^ r 
to call it an Auxiliary, (3) * Which is the A-uxiliary of which Principal * 
That is SMy, we shall explain the process of performance, by which the 
Auxiliary is attached to one Principal and not to the other, — this 
conclusion either involving, or not involving, the indicative power of one 
or tlie other means of ascertaining such character ; and in this connection 
we shall explain the form of these six means — Direct Assertion and the 
rest, — as also their comparative strength and weakness. 

Thus then, in the First FUda^ we shall treat of the applicability of 
Auxiliaries as shown by Direct Assertion; as also of certain other 
matters connected with it. In the Second PcLdUf we shall treat of the 
applicability shown by the Indirect Indication of words. In the Third 
Pm/a, we shall bri Fig forward the aforesaid two Means (Direct ‘i oi 
and Indicative Power), and proceed to arrive at the correct conclusion by 
means of reconciling these two, by 45 onsidering them from beginning to end ; 
and thus even without the explicit mention of “ Sy ntactical Connection,’' 
we shall speak of the applicability of Aiixiliaiues based upon this 
Connection — in the Sutra III — iii — 2; and after this we shall explain the 
sutras dealing with the Applicability based u|>on the other three autljorities, 
of Context, Order and Name. After that will follow the Adhlkarana 
dealing with the comparative strength of these six authorities j Then we 
shall consider the question of the contradiction and non-contradiction of 
Cimtext by DiJect Assertion and Indirect Indication, — this explanation 
extending as far as the Sutra III — vi — 18. After that, up to the SUtra 
III— vii — 18, we shall deal with the contradiction and non-con ti’adiction of 
Order by the former four Authorities. Then with a certain amount of 
introductory matter, there will follow the consideration of the contradic- 
tion and non-oonfcradiction of the former five by Name ; and with this the 
Adhydya will end. 

It is these matters to bo dealt with that are referred to in the Bhasli ya 
— ‘ Stat tettparyBna, etc.’ The purpose served by this brief reference to 
what is to follow makes it more easily comprehensible. And as all these 
details were mentioned in a body in the first $ai/a, it was not necessar y 
to have a sutra for every one oi them. 
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ADIUKARANA (2): 


[The Definition of Auxiliary,] 

« 

Sutra (2) ; That which is done for the sake of another is called 
the Auxiliary ; because it is for the sake of another. 

Inasmuch as the definition of the Principal would follow from that 
of the Auxiliary, we have in the sutra a dehnition of the latter only. 
And inasmuch as the * QSsha * has many sigtiifications — ‘ That which 
exceeds,* etc., etc., — the sutra distinctly mentions a reason ‘ because it is 
for the sake of another * ; which shows that the word is here used as 
synonymous with such words as ‘ Ahga^ ‘ Guna^' ‘ Dharma * and the like. 
And this mention of the reason also serves to set aside the theories that 
ha.so the character of the Auxiliary upon Invariable Concomitance, etc. 

Inasmuch as the sutra lays down two distinct facts, — one directly and 
anolher by implication, — it is necessary to ir>terpret it in such a way as to 
avoid a syntactical split, — ^^just as we did in the case of Sutra I— i — 2. 
That is to say, wo must take the sutra as meaning that — ‘ The Auxiliary is 
nothing other than that which is done for the sake of another’ and ‘Its 
character is not based upon any other cause ’ ; and in this way the Co?iclu- 
sion and the Premiss (embodied in the siitra) come to be taken as dovetailed 
together (and hence there is no syntactical split). 

There are five different theories as to the character of tlie Auxiliary ; 
(1) some people explain it as that which is invariably concomitant ; (2) 
others as that which is instigated; (3) others as that which exceeds ; (4) 
others as that which appears at the end of the Injiinctioii ; and (o) many 
people explain it as that whicli helj?s, 

(1) The sense of the first is this : “ That which does not appear with- 
“ out another, and which appears when that other appears, is its Auxiliary ; 
“ c.g,, the sprout does nofc appear without moisture, and the jar without 
“ the Clay, the Rod, the Wheel, etc., and hence these are known as Auxiii- 
“ aries to those two.” 

Against this wo have the following reasons : It is not proper to regai’d 
the Auxiliary a.s the Invariable Concomitant ; because this definition would 
1)0 too wide ; inasmuch as we find even such things to be so concomitant 
as are not Auxiliaries; as for instance, the qrfalities of Colour, Touch, etc., 
arc aiway.s Concomitant iu Earth ; and certauily none of these is Auxiliary 
to any other, all of them being equally pvedominaiit. Then agaitr, we find 
that there ?iro no Slaves or JIouscs without the Mastef j and certainly the 
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Master is never known aS Auxiliary to them. Then again, in certain cases 
(as in that of the Dar^a and the Purnamasa^ each of which is composed 
of three independent sacrifices), we find a number of Principals to ))e 
concomitant ; and according to the above theory, they would bcconio 
Auxiliary to one another. Similarly Pinmaries and Subsidiaries, as also 
a number of Subsidiaries, would become mutual Auxiliaries, if the charac- 
ter of* the Auxiliary consisted of Iiivariablo Concomitance only. Then 
again, Vedio Study, Laying of Fire, Agriculture, and Earning of Wealth, 
etc., would all have to be taken as Auxiliaries to Sacrifices, as no perfor- 
mance of sacrifices is ever possible without these. 

(2) In view of these objections, the upholder of the second theory 
argiies thus : “ Irrespective of Invariable Concomitance, we must admit 
“ that to be the Auxiliary which is instigated by another. This saves us 
“ from the above objections, as neither the Master is instigated by the 
“ Slaves, nor is there any mutual instigation among Colour, etc.” 

But this too cannot be accepted as the correct definition of the 
Auxiliary; because the definition is too wide, as well as too narrow. 
For instance, the Purofid(;ak(ipnla is not instigated by the ‘ Jtenioval of 
tile ChaiT, * because it is an established entity already; and yet it is 
accepted as its Auxiliary ; and on the other hand, though the Homan are 
actually instigated by sucli causes as the breaking of the vpns(4, the des- 
truction of the Cake, etc., yet they are not accepted as Auxiliaries to those, 

(3) Then we have the third theory, as follows : “ That which is found 
to be enjoinedj in excess of something already enjoined, is the Anxiliiiry 

“ to this latter ; and thus the character of the Auxiliary consists of being 
“an Excess. For instance, in all cases wo find that the Injunctions of the 
“ Subsidiaries are over and above those of the Fruitful Primary; and tlie 
“ Subsidiaries also are something over and above the Primaries ; and in 
“all these cases we find the character of the Auxiliary consisting in 
“ Excess.'' 

Again.st this it may be argued that this definition also is too wide ; 
as it applies to the Primaries also ; because the Primaries are as much in 
excess of the Subsidiaries, as the Subsidiaries are in excess of the Prima- 
ries (and hence the definition is equally applicable to both). 

(4) Then, we have the fourth theory, which is as follows: “ Inas- 
“ much as wo always find the Injunctions of Auxiliaries appearing after 
“ those of the Primaries, we must conclude the Auxiliary character to 
“ consist in this fact of being enjoined at the end of the Injunction. In 
“ connection with the declaration that ‘ the modifications of sacr ifices 
“ should be per formed in i^e same way as tlieir originals ’ we find 
‘ Jaimini also (later on) speaking of the Auxiliaries as being laid down 

at the end of Injunctions. Consequently we must concludo that the 
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“ character of the Auxiliary, accepted by Jaimini, consist«i in the fact of 
** its being enjoined by the tail-end of an Inj auction, as capable of supply- 
“ ing the details of procedure wanted in connection with the Primary 
** enjoined at the beginning of that Injunction/' 

To this theory we make the following reply : we cannot admit this 
to be a correct definition of Auxiliary character ; because as a matter 
of fact, we actually find that character belonging to Actions laid 
down in the beginning, in the middle, as well aa at the end of 
Injunctions, That is to say, if in all cases we invariably found the 
Injunctions of Auxiliaries appearing at the tail-end of the Sentences and 
the Context, then we could accept that aa the nniversal mark of the 
Auxiliary ; but as a matter of fact we find them laid down in the begin- 
ning, the middle as well as the end. For instance, we find such details, 
as the chopping of hrancheSi etc., laid down at the very beginning of the 
Primary Dar(;^a sacrifice ; and hence, according to yonr definition, they 
could not serve as the Auxiliaries of that sacrifice. Then, we find, in 
many cases, the Material and the Deity laid down along with the sacrifice 
itself, and these too would not bo Auxiliaries, as not laid down at the end. 
T.iiis then, we conclude that we cannot accept the fact of being laid down 
at the tail-end of Injunctions aa the sole definition of the Auxiliary; 
because we find that in many cases, where the sentence or the context 
bei^ina with the laying down of Subsidiaries, when we come to look for 
the result to be accomplished by these subsidiaries, we come across the 
Injunction of the Primary Sacrifice, which stands in need of the men- 
tion of its method of procedure ; and as this want of the Primary is 
supplied by the former Subsidiaries, these come to be taken as its 
Auxiliaries, even though they happen to bo laid down at the beginning 
of the Injunction. 

(5) Then there remains the fifth theory, which may be thus summed 
“ up : “ That should be accepted as the Auxiliary of another which is 

found to help it ; in this way the Homa cannot be the auxiliary of the 
Breaking of the Vessel^ etc , ; because the Homa does not help the Break- 
“ ing ; in fact it is the latter that helps the former. In the Veda too we 
“do not find any other cause of auxiliary character save this ; because 
“ unless one thing helped another, it could not be auxiliary to it. Hence 
“ there is nothing incongruous in the definition we have given. And 
“ in fact, later on, in certain places, the author of the BhUshga also 
‘ ■ makes such declarations as ‘ that which helps another is its Auxiliary,* 
“ ‘ the Auxiliary character is characterised- by help,* and so forth. And 
“ in fact, the juct of being subordinate to a'kotherh purpose also is nothing 
“ different from Help, Consequently the helpvng of atwiher must be 
“ accepted as the only mark of the Auxiliary/* 
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But oven this definition is not quite correct; becanao in accordance 
“With this definition, the Auxiliarj charncter would be hopelessly mixed 
up among Primaries, among Subsidiaries, and also among the Subsi- 
diaries of Subsidiaries. 

That is to say, just as the SubsidiariewS help the Principals, so also do 
the Principals help the Subsidiaries by bringing about their performance, 
as also by accepting their aid (and thereby justifying their performance). 
Because no ope would perform the Subsidiaries, unless he were instigated 
to it by the requirements of the Principals ; and these Subsidiaries too 
could not afford any help unless there were something to be helped (in 
the shape of the Principals). And thus, on account of the help accorded 
by them, the Principals would also become subsidiary (to the Subsidi- 
aries) ; and thus by mutual help, they would become mutual auxiliaries. 
Then again, in the case of sacrifices, whose performance consists of various 
Principals, a single Principal, without the others, could not accomplish 
the Result ; and hence they would help each other, in the bringing about 
of it ; and hence by mutual help, they would become mutual auxiliaries ; 
specially as this help does not in any way differ from that accorded by the 
Subsidiary to the Principal. In the same way we could show tlio 
possibility of mutual help among the Subsidiaries themselves. And thus, 
in the performance of the modifications of a single Principal, even if a 
single Subsidiary should come to be performed, it would necessitate the 
performance of ^\\ other Subsidiaries and Principals (as its auxiliaries), 
and there could be no restriction in this matter. 

Similarly, the Earning of Wealth, the Laying of Firo, and Vedic 
Study, etc., would come to be the auxiliaries of all actions ; because they 
help all of them by their various effects ; as certainly there is no action 
that can be accomplished without the help of these. And these being 
auxiliaries to sacrifices, all who would do these would become entitled to 
the performance of sacrifices ; and as such, men of all castes would become 
entitled to the performance of all sacrifices that are laid down with a 
view to the obtaining of a certain result ; as the only restriction upon tlio 
character of the peiformer would be that he should have a desire for that 
Result ; specially as in the case of the sentence * The Brahmana should 
lay the fire in Spring,* the meaning would be that ‘ if the performer happen 
to be a Brdhmanay the laying should be done in spring-time,* — which would 
entitle the Qudra also to the laying of fire and the performance of 
sacrifices. 

Then again, it is only when the Definition (or Character) has became 
duly known that it can indicalie the object to be defined. Consequently 
the Auxiliary characteV, based upon is possible only in such cases 
where the help accorded is visible. In the case of the Purificatory 
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Rites, on the other hand, all of which help imperceptibly,— such, for 
instance, as the Paryagnikarana and the like ; as also in the case of such 
subsidiaries as the Prayajas, which help the Principal Dar^a-Purnamlisa 
indirectly through their Apurvas , — the auxiliary character of which 
{INtes and Pray^jas) has not been cognized,— as we would perceive no 
visible help accorded by them, they could never be known as Auxiliaries, 
Nor can it be urged that the Auxiliary character of these would be 
recognized, by means of the assumption of some visible help. Because 
prior to the recognition of the fact ot* their being Subsidiaries, there 
would be no ground for assuming any such hdping. As in a case where a 
certain thing having been recognized as auxiliary to an Action, with or 
without a Result, there arises the question as to the way in which it 
would help that Action; and then alone can we, not finding a visible 
help, assume some sort of an unseen help. And so long as the Auxiliary 
character has not been cognized, on what ground could the help be 
assumed P And in this way there would be a mutual interdependence. 
For instance, the auxiliary character would be cognized by means of tlie 
Help, and the Help again would be cognized by that of the Auxiliary 
cbanictor ; and none of the two would be cognized independently of the other. 

For the matter of that, even in tlie case of actions according percep- 
tible help, — e.g, the threshing of the corn, — we do not find any visible 
help following from the Restriction that tlie chaff is to be removed by 
threshing alone ; and hence tbe Auxiliary character would not bo 
recognized as necessary. Nor does the Scripture speak Of any help to be 
accorded by chance actions ; and hence, according to you, the Auxiliary 
character could be cognized only when the help accorded would be 
cognized by Sense-perception, etc . ; and in that case the sUtras could not 
speak of the Auxiliary character as pointed out by the six means of 
Direct Assertion and the rest. 

Then again, even in the case of such subsidiaries as are performed 
only by the way, and are not brought about directly by the Principal 
concerned, and in fact are performed for the sake of something totally 
different from it,— inasmuch as they would help the other, tliey would 
become auxiliaries to that Principal also; exactly like that which insti- 
gates the performance of that Action in the midst of which that Action 
is performed. And this would be in direct contradiction to the $lutras — 
‘ Prasahgikanca noMrshU ’ {Sutra V — i — 28), ‘ PrasahgikB prdya^dttanna 
vidyate' IX — iv — 28), ^ navd pdtraMt, etc.* (Sutra IV— i-^34), 

'' Api vd cSshahhnjdm sydt ’ {Sutra VI — iv — 3*), etc., etc. 

Thus we find that even Definition No. if is not quite compatible with 
the Scriptures. And consequently wo declare thrtt ^ the Auxiliary is that 
ii'liich is fur the sake of anothe.i\ etc' And what tve mean is that even 
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without finding any help aceorded by it, if we find a certain Action <o he 
done for the sake of another, we recognize it as its Auxiliary ; and 
afteritsauxiliary character has been recognized, it would naturally help it. 

Question ; “ Is there any difference between helping and being for the 
sake of a thing ? 

Ansioer : Certainly, there is a difference; because wo often find timt 
something that hindei’S another is also spoken of as being for its sake ; 
while that wl)ich helps it is nob spoken of as such, 'J’hat is to say, the 
mere fact of being done with reference to another is enough to make it 
spoken of as being for its sake ; and this is possible equally with that 
Avhioh helps and that which hinders. For instance, we sponk of smoke 
as being done for the sake of mosquitoes (though what the smoko does is 
to drive them away). So also, even when we find one tiling helping 
another, if it is found to be one that has come up by mere chance, and 
which is not found to have been done for its sake, it is not spoken of as 
being for its sake. For instance, when a man drinks water out of a canal 
that has been dug out for the purpose of irrigating the fields of corn, ho 
docs not speak of it as having been dug for Ms sake. Consequently we 
conclude that being for another's sake is something wholly different from 
helping it. 

Objection : ** Then in that case even that wliiclx hinders would come 
to be an auxiliary.” 

Reply : It be so in the ordinary life of the world ; in the case 
of the Veda, however, it could not be an auxiliary, as it would not be 
something wanted. That is to say, whenever a certain thing would he 
cognized as being for the sake of the sacrifice, there would be a doubt 
as to whether it will help or hinder it ; and then, inasmuch as the 
Principals do not stand in need of a hindrance^ we would reject the 
possibility of the thing hindering the Action ; and on the strength of the 
suid requirement of the sacrifice, we would take it to be a helper. 

Objection : “ We can never take a thing as being for the sake of 
“ another, without knowing it as according some help to it. Because unless 
the Principal is found to be in need of a helper even if something 
“ happens to be near it, it is not accepted to be its auxiliary. For 
“ instance, it is nob on account of mere proximity, and independently of 
“ the help that they accord, that the Prayajas are taken as being for the 
^^sake of the Darga-PurnamUsa. Consequently, the being for another's sake 
“ being based upon Helping., we must accept this latter as the solo basis 
*‘of auxiliary character.” 

lleply: This does not quite affect our position; because it is often that 
we find the fact of somctliing being for another's sake cognized by means of 
Ibiect Assertion, cvcVi apart from all Helper^) and in these eases it 
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is based upon the mere requirements of the Principal. For instance, in 
the case of such Bentences as * DagSpavitrSna graham samwJUrshti,* * Vrihin 
prohhaH,* and the like, the fact of the actions therein mentioned being 
for the sake of the sacrifice is recognized beforehand, by the Direct 
Assertion (of the sentences) ; and then follows their recognition ns 
diaries, which leads to the assumption of the help to be accorded by tliem. 
Even in tlie case of the Prayf^jaSf where there is no Direct Mention of 
their being /or the sake of the Dargor-Purnamdsa^ though it appears as if the 
recognition of the Auxiliary character depended upon some Help accorded 
by them, — yet, in reality, there too, it is based upon the requirements of the 
Principal ; as the Help is not accorded before the sacrifice is actually being 
performed. As we have already shown, that until the Auxiliary character 
of the PraySifaa has been cognized, it is not possible either to perceive, or 
assume, the help accorded by them. Hence in the case of these we must 
admit the fact to be that— the Darga and the Purnamdsa being found to 
stand in need of some help, and the PrayUjas being found to be on the 
look-out for something that they could help, the latter come to be 
recognized by means of Context or Mutual Dependence, as being /or the 
sake of the former two sacrifices, long before the help is actually accorded 
(during the performance of the sacrifices). And as for the help (it being 
not perceptible), it is assumed simply for the purpose of justifying the 
recognition of their being for the sake of the sacrifices. And lionce 
even in this case we find that it is only the requirement of the sacrifices 
that brings about the inference of the fact of the Phynjas being for 
their sake; and either this fact, or the Auxiliary character, does not quite 
depend upon the help accorded by them. Aud thus there is no incongruity 
in our theory. 

Such being the case, inasmuch as it is Direct Assertion and the rest 
alone that can establish the fact of something being for the sake of 
another, it is these alone that could lay down the performability 
of the Auxiliaries ; and as such, for a due discrimiuatiou of these, it 
becomes necessary to take up the present AdhyUyam And as for several 
Principals, and severs! Subsidiaries, as taken among themselves, even 
though thei*e is a mixture of mutual help, yet there is no mixing up of 
the being for another's sake ; and so in our case there is no hopeless confu- 
sion, Thus it is established that there is no flaw in the definition of tbe 
Auxiliary, as ‘ that which is for the sake of another.’ 

Then, as for tlie assertion of the Bhashya ‘ that which helps another, 
etc., efc f — in this wo must take the word ‘ help ’ as indicating its cause, 
the being for another's sake ; and the senteilbe should not be mistaken for 
a definition of the Auxiliary ; specially as this is*inade quite clear further 
on, in the sentence — ‘ those that are for the sake of another , elc.y etc' 
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The opponent, however, takes the sentence of the Bhashya as layinry 
down the definition of Auxiliary as that which helps^ and hence urges the 
objection ; “ But we actually find the Teacher serving thi ends of the 
Disciple^ etc*^ etef* 

And the reply is that it is quite true that he serves them ; hut inas- 
much as, in tins case, we perceive a sort of help wholly distinct from 
heinyfor their he is not regarded as their Auxiliary ; — the likfishija 
rejects the example of the Teacher, and cites one in which there is au 
absolute beufg for another s saJee^ e.g., the Born Slave, who, from his very 
birth, is known as existing /or the sake of his Master; and so "also 
the calf which is always known as being for the sake of carrying loads ; 
and certainly the Master is not known as being for the sake of these ; this 
is what makes all the difference. 

The opponent, however, thinks that even in the case of the Master 
and the Slave, the idea of being for another’s sake is based upon a certain 
help that is accorded, and hence urges the objection : “ The Master also 
supports the Slave, and as such he would become subsidiary io him.'' 

The reply to this is that in thus supporting the Slave y the Master is in 
reality helping himself. That is to say, tho fact of being for another's 
sake is known by that in view of which that thing is done ; and certainly 
tho action of the Master is not with a view to help tlie Born Slave ; tho fact 
being that he supports him, as this supporting is inseparably mixed up 
with the due fulfilment of his own ends ; and as such the Master is not 
known as the Auxiliary of the Slave. 

Then, there arises au objection based upon tho idea that tho present 
sfilra is a mere repetition of what has already been said under the Sutra 
II — i — 8, the objection being this : “ Inasmuch as the definition of the 
‘‘Auxiliary is already contained in the former siitra, it was not necessary 
to mention it over again, in tlie present Adliyaya.” 

In reply to this we have, the Bhashya — Tatrapurvarthata vydvartitfl, 
[ In the previous sutra we have simply shown that Accessories do not bring 
about Apilrvas ] 

Some people explain this reply as follows : In the previous stUra wo 
have explained the Auxiliary character of such Actions as servo 
perceptible ends ; while on the present occasion, we explain that character 
as belonging to all Substances and Actions, — those with perceptible results, 
as well as those with results not perceptible. 

But in this manner the pi’esont sutra may not be a repetition ; but 
when the auxiliary character of all is dealt wdth, on the present occasion, 
the mention of that character a particular kind on the previous occasion 
would bo a mere useless, repetition. 

Consccpienily wo must explain the Bhashya as follows : Tho quo-stion 

118 * 



938 


tantra-vArtika. adh. hi— pAda i—aphi. (2). 


simply being as to whatbas been said in the previous Sutra , — wo proceed 
to explain that which has been said there. It is this : the Auxiliary 
character of the threshing is based upon the definition given in the 
present sfitra ; and all that was shown in the previous sUtra was 
that, inasmuch as that action serves a visible purpose, it cannot be 
accepted as bringing about an ApUrm, That is to say, it is the univer- 
sally applicable Auxiliary character defined in the present sStra that has 
been attributed to the Action spoken of under the previoug sUtra for the 
purpose of showing that it does not lead to an ApUrva. 

Or, the sense of the question itself may be explained as follows : 

On the present occasion, the Auxiliaty character being explained as 
“something quite* new (not explained before), based upon the being for 
“ another s sake, independently of the definition of the Primary and Subsidi- 
“ ary character of Actions explained in the previous Adhydya, — this 
“ present dotinition appears to be contradictory to what has been said in the 
“ Sutra II — i — 8, which has distinctly explained the Auxiliary Character 
“ to consist in helping'' 

In that case, the sense of the Reply would be this ; In that sUtra, 
w© have spoken of the perception of Help, simply for the purpose of 
precluding all possibility of the assumption of distinct ApUr'oas, and not 
as a definition ot the Auxiliary ; while iu the present sutra, we have the 
i*oal definition of all Auxiliaries ; and thus the subject-matter of the two 
eutras being totally different, there can be no contradiction between 
them, ^ 
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[The Enmneratiny of AuxUutrlea,^ 

Sutra (3) :«Accordiug to Badari. the Auxiliary character belongs 
to Substances, Properties and Sanctifications. 

We now proceed to show the objects that liave t]\o charactoi* of the 
Auxiliarj. And on this we have Badari’s view as the 

PtJRVAPAKSHA. 

‘‘There arc only throe Auxiliaries: (1) The whoso 

“ auxiliary character is inherent, as shown under the stitra, ‘ dravijUnCmi^ 
(VI — i — 1), [Substances are related to actions, always in the 
“ character of auxiliaries] ; and this character is denied only when it is 
“ found to haye no use whatever in connection with the Action ; — (2) The 
“ Property such as ‘ Redness * and the like, serving to (jualify the substenoe 
“ that helps in the completion of the Action, is from its very nature an 
“ auxiliary ; — (3) The Sanctification also, like threshing^ etc., becomes 
“ an auxiliary, by reason of its making the corn fit for being made into 
“ cakes that are^aid down as to be offered at sacrifices, and which could 
“ only be made of the threshed corn, and never out of the unthreshed one ; 
“ thus to this also the auxiliary character belongs by its very nature. 

“ To the sacrifice, etc., on the other hand, the auxiliary charaefer 
“ does not belong by nature; nor is it laid down by Vedic words as belong- 
“ ing to them. Specially, in the case of the sacrifice, wo find that it is 
“ itself performed by all agents ; and it itself never functions towards the 
“ fulfilment of anything else. 

“ Nor can it be urged that we do find the Sacrifice functioning 
“ towards the fulfilment of the Result. Because, the Result is found to 
“ appear long after the Sacrifice has been finished. 

“ Objection : ‘ In Sutra II — i — 1, et seq., it has been declared that 
“ sacrifices are possessed of the instrumental character.’ 

“ Reply : It is true that that declaration has been made ; but no 
“ reasons have been adduced in support of it. Specially as ail that has 
“been done in that Adhikarana (II — 1 et seq.), which depends for its 
“ own fulfilment upon the Smrgakdmadhikarana (VI — i — 1-3), is that 
“ no instrumentality belpngs to Nouns. Consequently, at pi'esent (before 
“ the Svargakamadhihirana has been estabjislied), wo could speak of the 
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** instill mental character of sacrifices only tentatively (as something yet 
“ to be proved *’). 

“ Then, as for the Basult — inasmuch as it is something to be 
“ accomplished by the Sacrifice, it has the character - of the Principal in 
“ reference to the Sacrifice ; and in reference to the Agent, its auxiliary 
“ character has never been spoken of. Jn fact, being something desired, 
“ it muvst be accepted as the Principal ; while the Agent being ^ sub- 
“ stance could, at best, be regarded as an auxiliary to the Ssu'^riilce. 

“ For these reasons, we conclude that the auxiliary character belongs 
“ only to Substances, Properties and Sanctifications.’^ 

SIDDHANTA. 

Sutra (4) ; According'to Jaimini, {the auxiliary character 
resides in) Actions also, as they are performed for the 
sake of Results. 

TIlc meaning of tliis Sutra is quite clear. 

Sutra (5) : The Result also* as it is for the sake of the Agent. 

Prom the very fact of the Result being nienlioned along with the 
word ‘desire,’ it is clear that it is fertile sake of the Person (in whom 
alone the Desire could be present). For no intelligent person ever 
desires the acquisition of Heaven by itself ; he always desires it for the 
sake of his ow^n enjoyment. Then again, the Atmanepada ending in the 
verbs ( ‘ ^ajeta ’ and the like, iii the sentence ‘ svargakSmo ynjeta ’) 
distinctly shows that the Result (Heaven) is to be enjoyed by the Agent 
performing the sacrifice^ and not by anybody else. And tfius there can bo 
no doubt as to the Result being auxiliary to its enjoyor. 

Sutra (6) : The Agent also, because he is for the sake of the 
Action. 

In the case of such sentences as ' svargakdmo the auxiliary 

character of the Agent is implied by the verb ‘ ynjeta ’ ; while it is 
directly laid down in sentences like the one that lays down the sacrificial 
post of the Udumbara wood to be of the same height ns the sacrificer. 
And consequently the Agent also can be regarded as having the auxiliary 
character. 


Certain objections have been brought forward against the Bhdshya 
(of this Adhikarana) ; they may be thus summed up ; 
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The BMshya on sutm (1^), having sliown that tlio auxiliary 
character belongs to Substances, Properties anil Sanctifications, -and not; 
“ to Sacrifices, Results and Agents,— has gone on to deny the Principal 
“ character of the Agent ; and this is njfogctliei* iiTclevarit. 

“ Then again, we find the Bhn^hya asserting that the fact of tlio 
Agent being auxiliary to the Action, on account of its being a substance 
“is qhite perceptible. Ilut this is a mere repetition of something 
“ already mentioned before and rejected as untenable. Nor is it quite proper 
to speak of the Agent along with the Sacrifice and the llesalt, the possi- 
“ bility of whose auxiliary character has been denied ; because the 
“ functioning of the Agent is not at all similar to that of these too. 
“ Hence these assertions are most improper. 

“ Thirdly, towards the end of the Adhtkarana we find the Bhlfshja 
“saying — The conclusion finally arrived at hij the author of the Vrtii is 
“ this, etc,^ etc** But inasmuch as it has already been declared by the 
sUtras that the auxiliary character of Substances, Properties and 
“ Sanctifications is independent of all other things, while the Sacrifice, 
“ the Result and the Agent are Principals in reference to the Substance, 
“ etc., — and then the sutras (4) to (6) themselves liave spoken of tho 
“auxiliary character of these (Sacrifice, etc.) as depending upon one 
“ another, --what tho Bhdshya speaks of as the final conclusion arrived at 
“ by the Author of the Vritfi is nothing more than a mere repetition of 
“ what has already been said before. ** 

In order to meet those objections, we should explain the Adhikarona 
as follows : 

There are two interpretations of the present Adkikarana : (1) Tlie 
Anxiliary having been defined as ‘ that which is for another’s sake,’ tho 
Bhashya brings forward as the Purvapakshaf Badari’s theory of tho 
auxiliary character residing in Substance.s, Properties and Sanctifications 
only, which is bused upon the theory of the auxiliary character consisting 
in Helping ; and then lays down tho Siddhonta^ in accordance with the theory 
of Jaimini. And as such it was only natural that, in tlie first instance, 
the B/f c/shya shonldf while patting forward the Pu9vapaJt6‘ha, have taken his 
stand upon the theory that the Auxiliary is that which helps. Thus then, 
as for the Agent, inasmuch as he is a substance, he helps the fulfilment 
of the Action ; and as such he can always be accepted (both by Jaimini 
and Badaii) as an auxiliary. As for tho Sacrifice and the Result, on tho 
other hand, they arc never found to help in the fulfilment of anything ; 
and as such they cannot (according to Badari) be regarded as Auxiliaries. 
Then, as for the sentence ‘ ^(fgaphalapurushBshiif * — wdiich speaks of all 
the thi’ee together, — it is not to be interpreted along with tho preceding 
word as that ‘ the auxiliary character docs not belong to tl)o.so 
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tliree/ — but only that ‘ what the Stddhclnti holds with regard to all these 
three (having the auxiliary character) is 'hot possible.* And this is 
most natural ; because what the PUrvapakshi should deny is what the 
SiddhMt asserts, and not anything at random ; and as it is the auxiliary 
character o£ these three that the SiddhSnti holds, it is only natural that 
tlie PUrvapakshi should deny the auxiliary character of these^ and not 
the mere form of that character, 

(2) The position of the being that Sacrifices^,^ Results and 

Agents have a dual character, inasmuch as they are Auxiliaries to 
certain Actions, while Principals to others, — it is this dual character 
of these that the Bahshya, in accordance with Badari’s theory, denies by 
declaring that ‘ in Sacrifices^ Results and Agents * there is no dual character, 
as held by the Siddhdnti ; and his reasons ai*e that Sacrifices aind Results 
are always Principals, while the Agent is always Auxiliary, And thus 
inasmuch as it is only the presence of the dual character that is denied, in 
the case of all the three, by the denial of the character of the Auxiliary (in 
the first two) and that of the Principal (in the last), there is nothing very 
wrong in speaking of all the three conjointly, as all the three have the 
similarity of having their dual character denied. 

And the Siddhdnta Sutras (4 — 0) also should be taken as establish- 
ing the auxiliary charactei’, including (hand in hand with) the dual 
character (of the three), — basing this on the definition of the Auxiliary as 
‘ that which is for the sake of another.* 

Objection i “ Inasmuch as, with regard to the Agent^'ihQ PUrvapakshi 
** has admitted his auxiliary character on the ground of his being a 
“ substance, and has only denied liis Principal character, it was necessary for 
“ the Siddhdnti to establish his Principal character, and there was no use of 
“ establishing the fact of * the Agent being an auxiliary on account of being 
** for the sake of the Action * (because this is what has been already 
“admitted by the opponent),” 

This docs not affect our position ; because what the PUrvapakshi has 
done is to deny the Principal character of the Agent, on the ground of the 
non-auxiliary character of the Sacrifice and the Result ; and hence as soon 
as the two Sutras (4 and 5) have established the auxiliary character of 
the Sacrifice and the Result, the Agent would come to be recognised as 
having only the character of the Principal, inasmuch as he would be Prin- 
cipal with reference to the Sacrifice as also to its subservient, the Result ; 
and thereby his dual character (of the Auxiliary atid the Principal) being 
in danger of disappearance, it was absolutely necessary to recall the fact 
of his having the character of the Auxiliarj also ; and this is all that has 
been done in the sUtra in question (the sixth). 

Or, it may be tl)at the opponent has accepted the auxiliary character 
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of the Agent, on the ground of his helping (the sacrifice) ; and taking 
exception to this, and holding his auxiliary character also to consist, like 
that of the Sacrifice and the Result, in the fact of his being for another's 
sake, the author has declared —TAe Agent also is an auxiliary, because he 
is for the sake of the Action, and not because he helps it. 

With a view to explain the four sUtras (3 — 6) in accordance with the 
interpretation of the Vrtti, the Bhdshya says — ‘ Atkdtrahhagavdn, etc. 

In this case, the theory of Badari is not the Pnrvapaksha, As all the 
four sUtras are taken as a subsequent expansion of the general definition of 
the Auxiliary, given in sQtra (2), as showing the objects possessing that 
character. 

In the previous interpretation, the sfltra (3), as declaring the auxili- 
ary character to rest in Substances, Properties and Sanctifications only, has 
been taken as embodying the Purvapaksha. But now, it is as representing 
t\iQ Siddhnnta that the author brings forward Badari’s theory, simply 
by way of corroboration, and then proceeds to show further applications of 
the said definition(of the Auxiliary). And as for the declaration that tlio 
auxiliary character resides in Substances, Properties and Sanctifications 
only, it is taken in the sense that it is these alone that have the 
auxiliary character only, and never the character of the Principal. 

And then the other three sutras (4~6) are brought forward to show 
that the auxiliary character not being absolute, it resides in Sacrifices, 
Results and Agents also ; and thus what is established by these sfHras is 
only the relative* Auxiliary and Principal character of these three. And 
this is just what has been shown in the Bhdshya also. 

Thus then, the upshot of the whole comes to be that there are two 
kinds of substrates of the said auxiliary character — the Absolute (those that 
are always Auxiliaries) and the Eelative (those that are at times Auxili- 
aries and at times Principals). 

Objection : Inasmuch as wo find that Substances, Properties and 
** Sanctifications also are Principals, with reference to their subsidiaries, 
“ as well as auxiliaries with reference to Sacrifices, — the auxiliary 
“character of these also should be accepted as only Relative (and not 
“ absolute). (I) For instance, we find that the Corn is the Principal with 
“ reference to its Threshing, and that this Thrashing also is Principal in 
“ reference to the Pestle and other Implements (used in the threshing) ; and 
“ then, while being Ptiiicipals with reference to the Tlireshmg, the Corn is 
“ found to be auxiliary to the Preparation of the Cake. (2) Then as for Pro- 
“ perties, — such as Number and the like, — wo find them to be anxiliary to 
“ that which they qn.ality ; w^iile in reference to those properties that bring 
•“ about tho Numhar, itjs Pvinclpai (H) Similarly Sanctifications also, — 
“ such as the Preparing and the Threshing, — are found to be auxiliaries to 
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“ the Fire and the Gorn respectively; while, with reference to their own 
“ accessories, the fuel and the pestle, etc., they are Principals. Conse- 
'‘queutly even these three cannot ingbtly be spoken of as always having 
“ the auxiliary character only.*’ 

Reply : In the case of Sabstances, Properties and Sanctifications, wo 
find that they can never be the Principal with regard to which they are 
Auxiliaries ; while in the case of the Sacrifices, Results and Agent, on the 
other hand, we find that they have the two characters with regard to one 
another. « 

That is to say, Substances, Properties and Sanctifications always bear 
the auxiliary character towards the Sacrifice leading to some desirable re- 
sult, — even though towards their own subsidiaries they may bear the char- 
acter of the Principal ; and with regard to the Sacrifice, the Principal char- 
acter of these is as good as non-existent. It is with a view to this that we 
have the declaration in tho Bh&shya — ‘ with regard to the Sacrifice they always 
hear the auxiliary character * ; and not that, ‘ they have ahvnys the auxiliary 
character only' Then again, the Bhashya adds — ‘ The auxiliary character 
of others is relative * (‘ others * = Sacrifices, Results and Agents) ; and the 
qualifying clause ‘ ynjim prati ’ — ‘ with regard to the Sacrifice ’ — pertains to 
this sentence also. That is to say, in the case of these latter, we find 
that each of thorn bears the character of the Principal and the Auxiliary 
to the two others. For instance, the Sacrifice is Principal witli regard to 
the Agent, who, as a substance, accomplislios it ; while with regard to the 
Result it bears the auxiliary character ; and then again*-, that (Sacrifice) 
which is auxiliary to tlie Result can very well be said to be auxiliary to 
the Possessor of the Result, the Agent ; and that (Sacrifice) which is the 
Principal with regard to the Agent, can certainly bo called the Principal 
with regard to the Result, which is subordinate to the Agent. [Thus the 
Sacrifice is both Auxiliary and Principal to the Agent, and to the Result.] 
So also the Result, which is Principal with regard to the Sacrifice, is Prm- 
cipal also with regard to tlie Agent, who is an accessory of the Sacrifice ; 
and while it is auxiliary to tho Agent, it is auxiliary also to the Sacri- 
fice that is performed by him. Similarly tho Agent, being the Principal 
with regard to the Result, is Principal also with regard to the Sacrifice 
which brings about that Result; and while he is auxilifuy to the Sacri- 
fice, he is auxiliary also to tho Result brought about by that Sacrifice. 
Such mutual double relationship is not found in the case of Siibatancos, 
Properties and Sanctifications. And in this lies the diffeveuco between 
tlioso on the one hand, and the Sacrifice, etc., on tho other. 

Then tho Bhilslnja has spoken of tho* Auxiliary and the Principal 
cliaraeiers KabsisliiiLj indirectly (through intorveiiing agencies). But this 
musi be taken as lefciriitg to cases whore these relationship.^ are only 
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implied by tbe existing state of things (and not spoken of in any texts) ; 
and they should not be taken as mentioned for purposes of obser\rniice 
at the performance of sacrifices \ as in that case, inasmuch as the Agent 
and the Result would be indirect auxiliaries to the modifications of ori- 
ginal Sacrifices, they would also ha^e to be imported into the per- 
formance of these ; and this would be a fiagrant contradiction of the £f^d- 
d^dtita^bearing on that subject. 

For thes% reasons, it must be admitted that the above are the only 
ways in which the auxiliary character— to be explained in detail below-- 
can exist. 


IW 
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[The Nirvapana^ etc., are applicable to definite objects, according to the use 

of each] 

SUtra (7) : They are connected with a definite purpose. 

We have explained the marks and the objects of the auxiliary 
character. And we now proceed to consider the way in which the Auxili- 
aries become applied to actual practice ; and in the next three Adkika- 
Tanas we shall treat of the practical applications of Sanctifications, Sub- 
stances and Properties, respectively. 

Some people hold that the practical application of the Sanctification 
is pointed out by the suggestive Power of words ; that of Substances, 
by Syntactical Connection ; and that of Properties, by Direct Assertion. 

But this view is not countenanced by our teachers. Because though 
we do actually come across the operation of various authorities (for 
practical application), yet, in the present Pada, we are concerned, 
pre-eminently, only with such applications as are based upon Direct Asser- 
tion ; while those based upon the suggestiveness of words, and the other 
authorities, will be dealt with in Pdda II et seq,, as we have already 
said above. 

[In regard to the Darga FurnamSsa, we find the Injunction ‘ DargapUr- 
namdsdbhyam svargaktlrno yajeta ’ ; and in connection with these two 
Sacrifices, we have various texts laying down such details as the mvwa- 
pana (pouring out), the prokshana (washing), avahanana (thresh- 
ing), and so forth, as relating to vegetables, and utpavana (sprink- 
ling), viUlpana (boiling), grahana (holding), Ssadana (procuring), and 
the like, relating to the butter; and again QakhQ-harana (fetching of 
the twigs), OavamprasthUpana (fetching of the cows), Qavampras- 
ndvana (making the cow yield milk), and so forth, relating to the 
S^nndyya (the mixture of Curd and Butter). And with regard to these 
details, there arises a question as to whether all these three classes of 
details are to be performed in connection with all three kind of materials— 
Vegetables, Butter and Curd-Butter mixture, alike, or should their 
performance bo restricted to only those materials, in which they are 
found to serve some useful purpose.] 

Though the fact of the Details applying to the vegetables, etc., has yet 
to be established in the Adhikarana, yet, it is in accordance with the 
Siddhdnta that the Bheishya speaks of them as so dificrentiated. 
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Tlie SiddMnti objects to the doubt, by saying that the details are 
distinctly mentioned in connedton with certain definite materials. 

But the opponent thinking that the connection of the details (Tliresh-> 
ing f. i.) with a definite material (the Oorn) is indicated by Syntac- 
tical Connection (in the sentence ^ Yrihhm'cahanti")^ while it is by 
Direct Assertion that the word *avahanti' enjoins the Threshing pure 
and simple; (and as such the general applicability of the threshing is 
more authorit#tivo than its special application to the Oorn only ; and 
with this in view, he replies by saying — “ The Threshing and the rest^ 
as denoted by the single word^ are enjoined by Direct Assertion/* 

But this way of justifying the Doubt appears very improper. Be- 
cause a word is never used without another word ; and the remedy for 
the contradiction by Direct Assertion, we have already explained in the 
VakySdhikarana, As a matter of fact, by becoming connected with 
the Oorn, the Threshing does not cease to be Threshing, And if this 
were the case, then alone could the Syntactical Connection be contrary to 
Direct Assertion, and thereby rejected. On the contrary, we find that 
the Threshing cannot be performed by itself; and as such it could not 
but be performed in connection with another object (such as the Com). 
In accordance with your theory also, the threshing is not performed by 
itself ; and then if you reject the object pointed out by Syntactical 
Connection, you take upon yourself the much greater trouble of connect- 
ing its performance with every one of the objects spoken of in the 
Context, If you were to base its connection with something outside the 
Context, the words relative to which you would supply from without, 
— that too would involve a deal of trouble. Then if you hold it to be 
connected with the Principal sacrifice, by aiding it indirectly, — that would 
mean a remotely involved connection. If, lastly, you do not hold it to 
be connected with anything, then its injunction becomes wholly pur- 
poseless. Consequently the aforesaid way of justifying the Doubt is highly 
objectionable. 

“ Then wo explain it as follows The Doubt in the present case 
“ is not based upon the fact of the various sentences being taken 
separately, or all together ; but upon the fact of the various Details apper- 
“ taining to the single Final ApUrm, or to distinct Intermediate Apurvas. 

“ That is to say, the reasoning of the Purvapaksha is not this : Tliat 
“ ‘ the Threshing, being denoted by the word, is enjoined independently 
“ by itself, by Direct Assertion ; while it is by Syntactical Connection 
“that it is connected with the Oom\ and this connection therefore is 
“ set aside by the former Direct Assertion ; consequently, being enjoined 
“independently, it is dnly natural that there should be a doubt as to 
“ whether all the details — Threshing and the like — are to be connected 
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'with all sorts of materials, or only with those objects in conneotiDn wiili 
“ whom they are ‘ found to bring about certain visible effects.’ But 
what is meant by it is that the Threshing is enjoined by Direct Asser- 
“ tion, as connected with the Corn *, but we cannot admit it to apply to 
the class ^ Corn ’ (i.6., Corn in general) ; as such an application would 
** be absolutely useless. 

“That is to say, if the Threshing were taken to be connected 
“ with the Com just as it is denoted by the word “ FrtAi V* (t.e., the class 
“ * Corn ’), then, on account of this connection, it could not apply to 
“all the materials. As a matter of fact, we find that, in accordance 
“ with the first Adhikarana of AdhySya IX, the Threshing passes over the 
“ directly denoted class * Com,’ and becomes connected with ‘ that 
“ which brings about the AfUrca ’ ; and there can be no doubt that this 
“connectioui being pointed out by the indication of the element of the 
“ cajpahility of bringing about the Apurva which depends upon the Con- 
“ text, is based upon Syntactical Connection ; and it is this that is meant 
“ by the sentence — ‘ the connection of these with the Oom^ etc,j is brought 
“ about by means of Syntactical Connection ’ {BhUshya), 

“ Then as for the particular Syntactical Connection, in the form of 
“an indication of the capability of bringing about the ApUrva^ — it is 
“ equally capable of pertaining to the Vegetable, the Batter and the 
. “ Curd-Butter mixture, as all these are mentioned in the same Con- 
“text. Similarly the ‘sprinkling,’ ‘boiling,’ etc., also could be shown 
“ by Indirect Indication to be connected with other offering materials not 
“ specially enjoined. 

“ Then, the question of the Adhikarana resolves itself into the follow- 
“ ing form : ‘ ( 1 J Are all the details to performed with reference to the 
“ single final Apuroa of the Darga-Purnamdsa, or with reference to 
“ various minor Apurvas ? (2) If the latter, then are all of them connect- 
“ed with every one of the minor ApUrvas^ or with only one particular 
“ ApUrva ? If they are all performed with reference to a single Apurva^ 
“or if all are connected- with every one of the minor ApUrvas^ then 
“ there will be a commingling of the various details ; while if tliey are 
“ performed with reference to many ApUrvas^ and each of them is connect- 
“ed with only one Apuroa, then, there would a restriction as to the 
“ performance of these.” 

In regard to this question, the author begins with propounding 
the Siddhdnta theory : They are connected with a definite purpose. 

That is to say, even though the various details are found to be 
mentioned independently by their own words, yet when the question 
arises as to where they are to be performed, the invariable conclusion is 
that they should be performed there where they may serve^a useful 
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porpose. Then, as a matter of fact, we do not find a commixture of these 
details leading to any useful result in all cases. And even if they be 
taken as performed with reference to ApUrvaSt then also, the connection 
could be fixed upon only in accordance with the useful purpose found 
to be served by them. Or, we may take the sUtra as meaning that the 
scripture itself points out that they should be performed in connection 
with *that wherein they serve some useful purpose. Thus, f.i., the 
Threshing co^es to be taken as performed with reference to that particu- 
lar ApUrvaj the means of which is indicated by the word * Vrihl * 
(‘Corn*), by reason of that capability (of bringing about the ApUrva) 
which inheres in the same substrate (the individual sacrificial corn) as the 
Class (‘Com*) denoted by that word (‘Fn/«’); and it could not be 
taken along with the means of any other ApUrna^ which is not similarly 
indicated, and with which, therefore, the Threshing could have no conuec* 
tion. 

Then we have in the Bhashya^ the objection— “ As a matter of fact we 
^*find it directly laid down that all the details are to he performed in connec- 
“ tion with all. That is to say, (1) as there is a single final Apurva to be 
“accomplished; — (2) as, even when there are many ApUrvaSy we do not 
“ perceive any ground for limiting the indication (of any Apurva by any 
“ patticular word) and (3), lastly, as the purpose served by them would 
“ be perceived after the Injunction,— a restriction of the application of the 
“ Details could not bo based upon a perception of these purposes.’* 

The reply iS — We do not yet know whether they are directly laid down 
as sucby or noty-^it is a matter still to be considered. That is to say, we do 
not yet know whether all the details are to be performed with reference 
to a single Final ApUrva, or with reference to every one of the minor 
Apurvas; and that even without the specific mention of the particular 
objects (the Corn and the like, with reference to which the Threshing^ etc., 
should be performed), the performance of these would be restricted, in 
accordance with the Sutra I— iv— 30, 

Or, the reply may be taken to mean that— if all the details be 
performed with reference to a single Apurvay or with reference to every 
one of the minor ApUrms, then they would all become mixed up ; whereas 
if they are connected with such means of distinct Apurvas as are 
indicated by the class ‘ Com ’ and the like,— tlien there is a restriction 
(or adjustment) of their performance ; — but ifc is still to be decided which 
of these alternative theories is true ; and hence we do not yet hiow that 
all of them are directly laid down with reference to all. 
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PtiBVAPAKSHA. 

Siitra (8) : They must be taken as pertaining to all ; because 
they are non-different in their Gonnection, and because there 
is no difference of Context.*’ 

The opponent explains his position as follows : “ It is the subtle 
potential state of the Result, which appears as its Sp'out, that is 
called * Apurva \ on account of its appearing in a form that never existed^ 
before; this we have already explained before (in Adh. II). Conse- 
‘‘ quently, inasmuch as the Result of the DarQa-PurnamfisCL is one only, 
“ there cannot be more than one ApUrva ; and the capability of bringing 
“about this Apurva belongs equally to the Vegetables, the Butter and 
“ the Curd-Butter mixture ; hence the details laid down with refer* 
“ ence to these materials must be taken as pertaining to all of them. 

“ Though it is possible that there may be other minor Apiirvas, follow- 
“ ing from each of the various sacrifices,— Aj/weya and the like (of which the 
“ Darga-PUrnam^sa are composed), — yet inasmuch as these minor 
Apiirvas do not lead to any distinct Results (as they only help in 
“ the fruition of the one Final Apflrva)^ they are, in this, like the form of 
“ the sacrifice, and as such have no capability of having any details per- 
“ formed with reference to themselves ; and hence it is only the final 
“ ApUrva that comes to be taken as that which has the details performed 
“ with reference to itself, 

“ Even if they were performed with reference to distinct Apiirvas ^ — 
“inasmuch as of all the various details that are laid down simply with 
“ reference to the means of Apurva mentioned in the Context, none is 
“ n^eiitioned specifically, — for if any were so mentioned there would be 
“ a syntactical split, — their Injunction must be accepted as having a 
“ universal application. And this is another reason in favour of the 
“ view that the details pertain to all the materials. 

“ And in support of this universal application, we have (in the 
“ sHtra) two reasons : (1) ‘ saniyogato' — vigesJM \ and (2) ‘ praharanavicB~ 

“ shut *. That is to say, tiie characteristic of bringing about the ApUrva 
“that we find in one object (Corn), as the ground of its connection with 
“a particular detail (Threshing)^ is also found in the other object; be- 
“ cause as for the specific characteristic of the class ‘ Corn * (which 
“ subsists in the Corn only), this is of use only in the indication, and 
“ is of no use in restricting the application of the Threshing. Then, as 
“ for the objective character (of the Oorn as mentioned in the sentence 
^ Vrihmavahanti^), it is found in all the other objects also; as all of 
“ them are objects to he offered. Therefore it must' be admitted that, leav- 
“ ing aside all such objects as are not connected with the Apurva, as are 
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** not objects to be ofiered, and as do not help in the bringint? about of tlie 
“particular Apurva of the Context, — with reference all other objects? 
“ should all the details be performed^ 

Then as for those details that arc either indirectly implied, or, 
“not being directly enjoined, are only pointed out by certain purposes 
“served by them in matters relating to ordinary worldly affairs, — the 
“ application of these could be restricted in accordance with the purpose 
“ served by tj^em. Or, in a case where, as in the case of the modifications 
“ of original sacrifices, the Details appear by means of certain purposes 
“ previously enjoined,— and the purpose has not got to be assumed from 
“ the details themselves, — the performance of such details would be adjust- 
“ed in accordance with the purposes served. In the case in question, 
“ however, wo find that the sacrifice in question is the original sacrifice 
“ {Darga-Purnam^a) itself ; and the Injunction lays down, long before tl»o 
“ Purposes, the Details themselves, whose purposes have got to be assumed ; 
“and hence that Irij unction in question must be construed, — not as 
“ ‘ where these purposes are to be served, there these details are to be per- 
“ formed *, but— as ‘ where these details are performed, there is a visible 
“ or invisible purpose served.* 

“ Consequently the Details must be taken as appertaining to all 
“ objects,’* 

SIDDHANTA. 

Hutra (9): Vhe absence of a useful purpose would deprive it 
of the character of Action. 

That is to say, by denying the visible purpose actually served, or 
that which is mentioned in scriptures as to be served by it, — we would 
set aside the performability of the Action, etc., etc. The sense of the 
Bhashya is quite clear. 

Sutra (10): The Result is found to appear along with the 
operation ; it is only when there is no visible result, that its 
absence could justify the Details being taken merely as ex- 
pressed by the words. 

It has been urged that, “inasmuch as wo shall assume certain 
imperceptible effects, there would not be an ahseim of useful purposes,*' 
And to this we make the following reply ; 

If the ^prathana ’ {Thickening)^ etc,, were forcibly laid down in con- 
nection with the Butter also, •then alone could we be justified in assuming 
an imperceptible result^ as the thickmiing not serving any visible purpose 
in regard to the Butter, without that assumption, the Injunction would bo 
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inexplicable. That is to say, it is only on the strength of the Apparent In* 
consistency of a Direct Vedic Declaration that we can rightly assume im- 
perceptible effects. But, as a matter of fact, we find the Declaration of 
the * Thickening * to be quite consistent in its visible purpose, when taken 
along with the Gake; and as such there is no Inconsistency that could 
justify oar assuming an imperceptible effect, on the strength whereoi^ 
we would connect the Thickening with the Butter also. 

To explain — as a matter of fact, we find that the Thieshing britfgs 
about its perceptible result in the Oorn^ along with its performance ; 
while in the others (the Butter, etc.), we find the mere operation ot Thresh'* 
ing, without any results ; and so long as a useful operation is possible, 
no Vedic Injunction can ever urge the agent to the performance of a use- 
less operation ; and in the absence of such urging by a Vedic Injunction, 
there cannot be any ground for an assumption of imperceptible results. 
And thus there would be a mutual interdependence: the assumption of 
the Injunction (of Threshing with regard to the Butter) being based upon 
the Results (imperceptible), and the assumption of the Results being 
based upon the Injunction. That is to say, in regard to the Batter, etc., 
we do not find either the Injunction or the Result (of Threshing) ; while 
in regard to the Corn, we find both, independently of each other. 

The same reasoning may be applied to the case of the Boiling^ an 
to be performed in regard to the Butter and the Curd-Butter mixture. 

Then again, oven when a useful result is actually foupd to be brought 
about, if it be such as is not required, either by the Sacrifice or the Agent, 
as according a needed help, — then, that is not to be accepted ; but the 
result brought about (by the Threshing in regard to the Corn) is not 
such a one ; as this result is found to be the separation of the grain 
from the chaff ; and this is needed, as helping in the preparation of the 
Cake, by all the six factors of the sacrifice — ru., the Corn, the Cake, the 
Sacrifice, the ApUrva, the Priest and the Sacrificer, Because without the 
removal of the Chaff, the Corn could neither be made into the Cake, nor 
be offered at the sacrifice; — this is what is meant by the Bkitshya saying 
i prayojananca tBnBti' 

In a case, however, where there is a total absence of perceptible 
effects, the Details would be taken merely as expressed by the words ^ 
and hence the said absence could justify the assumption of imperceptible 
effects ; and in that case the Threshing would apply to the Butter and the 
Curd-Butter mixture also. But when a distinctly perceptible effect 
is present, there can be no assumption of an imperceptible one ; and hence 
the application of the Details becomes resliricted, in accordance with tha 
purpose served by each. 

Then again, when an Injunction has once had* all its requirements 
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{alfillod by a peiirceptible eSeot in a certain place, and thereby has des- 
troyed the force of the Apparent Inconsistency (attaching to it, in the 
matter of a Besalt), — ^it cannot, even in another place, be assumed to 
have an imperceptible effect (an assumption whereof could only be based 
upon the said App^out Inconsistency )• 

Or again, the Details could be enjoined with regard to all the objects 
concerned, only under the following conditions; — (1) If they were all 
performed with reference to the single Final ApUrva ; (2) if all of them 
were performed with refei^nce to all the Minor Apurms ; (3) if theie were 
no distinct Apurvas following from the Actions performed with the Corn, 
etc; (4) if these last ApUrtias had not the requisite capability of having 
Actions performed with reference to themselves. 

As a matter of fact, however, we find that for each of the Actions 
there is a distinct ApUrva — every one of these having the capability of 
having the particular Action performed with reference to itself. 

for the fact of each of these ApVtfvas being distinct, we have 
already proved it under the ApUrv&dMharana (II — i— 1-5). 

And even if these Apurms do not directly lead to any Result, yet, for 
the mere sake of their Apfirra-c^aracter, they will have to be taken as 
having the capability of having the details (of Threshing^ etc.) performed 
with reference to themselves. As a matter of fact, however, they are not 
wholly useless either ; because that alone is rejected as wholly devoid of 
that capability, op the ground of uselessness, which brings about absolutely 
no effect, or when, even without the effect brought about by it, the 
Material and the Sacrifice, eta, are all duly accomplished. The Minor 
Apurvas in question, however,— ew., those that follow from the Agneya and 
other subsidiaiy sacrifices of the Dar(^^Purnam&sa , — are actually found 
to be indirectly conducive to a distinct Result, through the help that 
they accord to the Final ApUrm of the Darga-PUrnamSsa^ And prior to 
the performance of the Details in question, these Minor Apurvas are not 
accomplished ; nor have they the extent of their means clearly known. 
Consequently, it is for the sake of the . accomplishment of themselves 
that these ApUrvas instigate the performance of the Details in ques- 
tion. 

And an ApUrva is acknowledged to be the instigator of a Detail, only 
when it is found that the performance of that Detail brings about that 
particular Apurva. And in the case in question, we find that the word 
* Vrtki\ as also the rest, points to that Apurva which is brought about 
by Actions performed with regard to the Vrthi^ and not to others (brought 
about by those performed with regaxd to the Butter, etc.) ; because it has 
no connection with these*. Thus then, the Threshing comes to have its use- 
fulness established by'having obtained its own specific Minor Apurva. and 
120 
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does Bot stand in need, either of the Pinal Apurva^ or of other Minor 
Apurvas brought about by other Actions. 

That is to say, inasmuch as, in the sentence speaking of the Vrihi 
(Corn) along with the operation of Threshing^ we find the Injunction 
having its usefulness through the particular Apurva following from that 
operation performed with regard to the Com, — that operation is not 
applied to the other substances. If there were no ApUrva ,in that case, 
then an imperceptible result would have had to be assumed ; and in that 
case, we could take the operation to bo performed with reference to even 
such helps as are not pointed out by the word ‘ Vrihi* As a matter of 
fact, however, we have a distinct Apurva ; and as such none of these contin- 
gencies are possible. 

The autra may also be interpreted to the same effect, as follows : 
In the absence of the particular Apurva brought about by the Rice(7nW), 
there being no useful purpose served, the connection (of threshing) 
with the Curd-Butter mixture, either through the remote Final ApUrva, 
or through the Minor ApUrva of some intermediate Action, could be taken 
as expressed by the words ; when, however, there is a distinct Apurva in 
close proximity (with the Rico itself), the words cannot bear the strain 
(of signifying the connection of the Threshing with other substances) ; 
and consequently, there is no authority for connecting the Threshing with 
the Butter or with the Curd-Butter mixture. 

Objection: “But then, inasmuch as the sacrificial implements, the 
“ Sruky etc., would also be connected with the Minor Apurva of the Ign^ya 
“ sacrifice (at which the Vrihi-Bice is offered), the operation of Threshing 
“ (which you take to be laid down with refemnce to that which brings 
“ about that particular Apurva) would come to be applied to those imple- 
“ ments also.** 

Beply : This does not affect our position ; because the function of 
the implements (which are instrumental) is wholly different from that of 
the Vrihi (which is objective), and they could not be indicated by the 
word “ Vrihi ** (and as such the Threshing could not apply to it). Conse- 
quently, just as, even though the Curd-Butter mixture is similar to the 
Vrihi^ in that both are objects to be offered, yet the former is not indi- 
cated by the word ‘ Vrihi ’, on account of its bringing about an altogether 
distinct Apurva^ — so, in the same manner, even though the Implements 
are connected with the same ApUroa as the Vrihi, yet, inasmuch as they 
are devoid of the function of the objective (of offering) which is inherent 
in the V rihi, they cannot be indicated by the word * Vrihi * (and hence 
the Threshing mentioned in connection with the Vrihi could not apply to 
them). 

That however which would help in the bringing about of the same 
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by means of the same f auction of the objective, would certainly 
have the Threshing performed with regard to it ; as for instance the Bar- 
ley (to which the Threshing is quite as applicable as to the Vrihi). 

All this will be explained in detail in Adhyaj’^a IX. 



ADHIKARANA (5). 

{The SphjOy cic.y have their applicability restricted in accordance mth iheti^ 

connections. "I 

Sutra (11) : The substance, being connected with the originative 
Injunction, would be laid down for the purpose of that. 

[In connection with the Barga-Purnamasay we find the sentence 
* Sphyagea kapUlnni ca agnihotrahavani ca gurpanca hfshnajinanca gamy a 
ca ulvkhalanca musalanca drshaccopalti ca, Etdni vai daga yajiHiyudhiini. ’ 
And there arises a doubt as to whether each of these implements is to be 
employed in whatever they may be found capable of doing, or only in 
that in connection with which they are mentioned.] 

Objection “ Inasmuch as the application of the various imple. 
“ merits also would be adjusted, in accordance with their specified connec- 
“ tions, just as in the case of the Threshing, etc., — the conditions being 
exactly the same, what was the use of devoting another Ad^ijfcarana to 
the consideration of the Implements ? 

Meply : The conditions are not identical in the two cases — ( I ) because 
in the case of the Threshing, etc., the Opponent has admitted the restric- 
tion of their applicability to be in accordance with their specified connec- 
tions, because of the perceptible effects produced by them. In the case 
in question, on the other hand, there being no perceptible purpose served 
by the restricted employment, any such employment could not be admit- 
ted in the same way. On the contrary, when a perceptible effect is found 
to be produced by any of these Implements in question, then there would 
be no ground for restricting its employment to that Action alone in 
connection with which it may be mentioned, if that effect is found to bo 
o[ use in another Action also. 

(2) In the case of the Threshing, etc., we find that on account of 
their connection with the Vrthi, etc., they are performed with reference to 
distinct Apfirvas ; while in the case in question we do not find any 

in connection with the Uddhanana (which is the particular action in 
connection with which wo find the 8phya mentioned), with reference to 
which that Action could be performed. * 

(3) In the former case we find the Threshing mentioned only once, in 

connection with the single substance of ^ while in the present 
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case, we find the rarious Implements mentioned in two connections in the 

two sentences—* Sphyagca etc yajnnyudh&ni \ and * Sphyenoddhanti, 

etc.* One of these two must be Injunctive, while the other is merely 
Descriptive. If the former sentence be taken as Injunctive, then, the 
direct connection of these Implements with the sacrifice being denied in 
accordance with the fourth Adhikarana of the fourth Adhyaya (IV — i — 
7-10),* they come to be connected with the subsidiaries, just like the * sapta- 
dag^ratni\ as^hown under Sutra III — i — 18 ; and as the subsidiary charac- 
ter would belong equally to all actions connected with the sacrifice, we 
would come to the conclusion that they are to be employed in whatever 
action they may bo found capable of accomplishing (as held by the Pilrva-^ 
pakska) ; and in that case the latter sentence would have to bo taken 
as a partial description (or reference). If, however, the latter sentence 
is accepted as Injunctive, then, in accordance with foregoing Adhikarana^ 
the employment of the Implements would be restricted in accordance with 
the connections mentioned in these sentences (as held by the SiddhSnta). 

Thus then, on the above question, we have the following 

PCTRVAPAKSHA. 

** Inasmuch as there is no connection with distinct ApsrvaSy and 
** as in all cases equally there are perceptible effects produced, we must 
** employ the Implements in accordance with their capabilities. In this 
** way, the sentence ^ Sphjagea^ etc,* would become justified as constituting 
“ an Injunction ; and as for the Plural number in * Stdm^' that could bo 
** explained as based upon the plurality of the objects Uphja, etc.), en- 
“ joined ; otherwise, as the whole forms a single sentence, there would be 
*‘ a Single Injunction. Consequently it must be admitted that the Imple- 
** ments are to be employed according to their capabilities.’* 

SIDDHANTA. 

To the above, we make the following reply ; As a matter of fact, we 
find that the Bfhya, etc., are mentioned in their originative Injunction in 
connection with certain specific functions, the * uddhanana ’ for instance ; 
and all that the sentence ‘ sphyagcaj etc.* docs is to describe (or refer to) 
what has been laid down in those Injunctions. Specially as in the sen- 
tence * sphyagea .... Btdni vai, etc. we find the wmrd * vai ^ which shows its 
purely descriptive character ; nor does it contain any Injunciive word, ex- 
pressive of the Bhavanil, which could either lay down the uses of the 
implements, or enjoin tlie Actions (at which they could be employed). 

And further, in* your theory, many more sentences would become 
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purposeless (t.i., the sentences ^ sphyenoddhanti^ ^hapHlSna ^rapayatV 
and so forth). Nor is there any purpose served by taking these sentences 
as mere descriptive references, and we actually find the Implements in 
question directly mentioned, in these sentences, as to be employed in the 
specific Actions of uddhanana^ etc.; while in taking the sentence 
‘ sphyai^ca^ eic., ’ as laying down their uses, you will have to have recourse 
to Indirect Indication ; because it will be necessary for yoii to take the 
word ‘yaywa’ (in the compound ^ yajMijudhRm') as indicating the sub- 
sidiary of the sacrifice, and the word ‘ nyudha \ which directly expresses 
the Implements of war, as indirectly indicating the Instruments of other 
Actions. 

Nor is the law of the * Saptodagdratni ’ (detailed in Sutra III— i— 18) 
applicable to the case in question ; because in the case dealt with by that 
law— t.e., that of the sentence ^VSjapByaBya saptadaf^aratniryilpo hhavaii* 
— we find the genitive ending, in ‘ VffjapByasya*, which appears after the 
name of the sacrifice, and signifies only the relationship with that sacri* 
fico (while in the case in question we have no such genitive ending). In 
fact, however, even if that law of Sutra HI— i— 18 were applicable to the 
present case, then too, inasmuch as the general Injunction contained in 
the sentence ^ spy a^ca .... BttHni etc* * would be swallowed by the special 
cues in the sentence ' sphyBmddhanth etc* \ the Implements could not be 
connected with any other Actions save those mentioned in these latter 
Injunctions, Consequently, we conclude that the sentence ‘ sphyagea .... 
eldnit * servos to describe (or refer to) thiit character of the * sacrificial 
Implement * which we find belonging to the sphya and the rest laid down 
in tlie sentences ‘ sphyBnoddhanti^ etc. ^ 

Then, it has been argued that, “ in the case in question we do not 
find distinct Apurms that could make the Actions performed with refer- 
ences to themselves. ” 

To that we make the following reply : In the case of the kapdlaj etc., 
there is a dilference in the Apurvas^ due to the Cake, etc. ; and as for the 
others, these can never become mixed up in any common action, because 
they are distinctly laid down as the means of the particular actions 
* uddhmiana ’ and the rest j they could not serve any useful purpose in 
connection with any other action ; just as, even though the Threshing is 
connected with the same Apurva as the Sruk^ etc.y yet it is not performed 
in connection with the Sriik^ etc., because of the function of these being 
different (from that of the Yrlhi in connection with which the Thresh- 
ing is mentioned). 

For these reasons, it must be admittec^ that the Implements in ques- 
tion are to be employed in connection with the Actions with which they 
are mentioned in the Injunctive sentences. 



ADHIKARANA (6). 

frhe properties of Redness, etc., are not mixed up."] 

SHtra (12) : Inasmuch as both the Substance and Property setre 
the same purpose, they have the same fhnction; and as such 
their application would be restricted. 

[In connection with the Jyoiishtoma, we find the sentence ‘ arunayS 
pingdkskyd Skahdyanyd somam krindti^' and then the text goes on adding 
' ajayd knndtii vdsasd krinaii,^ etc., where] the word ^ Ar^in&' denotes the 
quality, while the words * JPziigakshi' and ^ jBkahdyani^ denote the sub- 
stance, because of their co-extensiveness (with the price to be paid for the 
iSoma). And with reference to the quality of ‘Redness' (signified by 
‘ Arund , '), there ai’ises a question, as to whether it qualifies the substance 
that is mentioned in the same sentence with itself, or it qualifies all the 
substances mentioned in the context. 

Objection: ^“Inasmuch as the words ^pingakehV and * BkahUyani^ 
also siginfy qualities, there is no word in the sentence that signifies a 
“ substance (and as such there is no basis for the question raised). 

“ As to how these two words are denotative of qualities, we proceed 
“ to explain as follows ; 

“ I. — The Bahuvrthi compound (that is present in the two words in 
question) is laid down in the same sense as the afiix ‘ matup ’ ; and this 
“ affix is laid down as to be used in places where the sense desired to be 
“ conveyed is that of Possession or that ^>f Location^ as laid down in the 
“ sHtra ‘ tadatrSsydsminf etc.* 

“For instance, in such words as 'gdman^ and the like (ending in 
* matup *), the ‘ Cow * having been denoted by the basic noun ‘ go \ and 
“ the ‘ possessor of the cow ' having to be signified by the ‘ matup ’ affix, 
“ it is necessary for the relationship (of the Possessor and the Possessed) to 
“ bo signified before the Possessor is signified. Because one who is not 
“ related to the Oow?, is never spoken of as ‘ the possessor of the Cow ' ; 
“ and hence it is necessary that the qualifying relationship should be 
“ expressed beforehand. * 

“ It has been already shown (under the Akrtyadhikarana^ Sutras 
1 — iii — o0“35) that Che qualification is always signified beforehand ; and in 
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the case in question, what is held to be the qualification is the rdation- 
ship of the Ooto, and not the Oow only ; because the * matup ’ affix co^ld: not 
“ be added to the unrelated Oow. Then again, if the mere Oow were the 
“qualification, then the Cows having been denoted by the basic noun 
“ fit® matup') would denote the qualified Possessor of 

“the Cows) (which would not be very correct); when on -the other 
“ hand, the Relationship is the qualification) then it becomes necessary to 
“ find out that by which it would be denoted. m 

“ Now then, we find that the Relationship cannot be denoted by the 
“ basic noun (‘ *) ; because that word denotes only the class ‘ Cow.’ Nor 

could the denotation of the noun .serve as a sure Indicator of the said 
“ Relationship; because the existence of the former is quite possible, even 
“ without the latter (and hence there is no necessary concomitance between 
“ the two whereby one could be indicated by the other) ; and also because 
“ the utterance gf the word * go ’ only does not produce any idea of the 
“ Relationship ; and lastly, because even in the case of the word ' goman 
“it is only when the affix ^ matup* is pronounced, that there arises any 
“ idea of the Relationship. Thus then, in accoi’dance with the law ‘ iadd- 
“ gamB hi tad dyshyat^ \ we must conclude the Relationship to be denoted 
“ by the affix (1), 

“ (8) Then, again, as a rule, that which denotes the Qualified Object, 
“ should denote a qualification closely connected with it ; and in the case 
“ in question, we find that the noun (f go') does not denote the Qualified 
“Object (the Person possessing the cow); and as such that noun could 
“ not denote the Relatibnship qualifying that Person, The affix, however, 
“ is found to signify the Qualified Object ; and hence it denotes that Be- 
“ lationship. And as soon as the affix denotes the Relationship, the idea 
“ of this Relationship at once brings about its necessary concomitant, the 
“ idea of the Related Object (the Person) ; and thus the denotative potency 
“of the affix (with regard to the Related Person) having been set aside 
“ by the prior indication of it by the previously-denoted Relationship, the 
“ Affix could not serve to denote the Qualified or Related Object (the Per- 
“ son). And, as a matter of fact, the idea of the Qualified Object is not 
“ found to bring about an idea of the Relationship ; because until the 
“ qualifying Relationship has been cognised, there can be no idea of the 
“Qualified Object, And when the Qualified Character has been duly 
“ established (and cognised), there reu»ains no further need of any idea 
* of the Qualifying Relationship ; and hence if the Qualified Object were 
“ pi-eviously cognised, there would be an absolute non-cognition of the 
“ Qualifying Relationship. Consequently, it must be admitted that what 
“ should be denoted beforehand is the Relationship ; and hence it is this that 
“is denoted hj the Affix. 
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** (3) For the following reason also, the Affix ^ matup ’ should be 
** taken as denoting the Relationship : In all cases, it is the denotation 
“ of a word that is referred to by the Abstract Affix ; and in the clause 
“ * DSvadattasya gomattvam ’ we distinctly find the Relationship that is 
“ cognised. That is to say, as in the case of ‘ gdtva * Cgo* + the Abstract 
“Affix ^tva*)f the gotva qualifying a p^jcular cow, — the one with 
“ the Tariegated colour f.i., — we conclude that the qualifying ‘ class 
“ (‘ Cow ’ ) is denoted by the Abstract Affix, as apart from the word ; and 
** hence that the word * go * denotes that Glass ; — so, in the same manner 
when we meet with the clause ^ DSvadattasya gdraattvam^ wo find that 
“ there is no cognition of the Oow, while there is a distinct cognition of 
“ the Relationship, as. apart from the Cow ; and consequently we must 
“ admit that the word * gSmdn ’ denotes that Relationship. And that 
“ which is denoted by the Abstract Affix forms also the basis of the 
“ denotation of that basic noun which signifies the Qualified Object ; and 
“ in the case of all words, we find that that which forms the basis 
“ of the denotation of a word, is its primary meaning, while the QualifuMl 
“ Object forms only the secondary or indicated meaning. Then, it is only 
“ if the * matup * affix denote the Relationship, that the Abstract Affix 
“ added to the basic noun ‘ gomMn ' could denote the Relationship ; because 
“ we have a general law to the effect that * the base and the affix 
“conjointly express the denotation of the affix/ For this reason also 
“ the ^ matup * affix must be taken as denoting the Relationship. 

“ The above^applies to all Verbal and Nominal Derivatives, as well 
“ as Compounds, that have their significations based upon their etymology. 
“ Because in the case of all these words, the Abstract Affix denotes the 
“ Relationship. In fact, all snch words, as * R^japurushah* * Aupagavah^^ 
“ * Pacaka *, and the like, are called * yaugiJca \ simply because their 
“ denotation is based upon ‘ yoga ’ — ».e., Connection or Relationship. 

“ Thus then, in the case of the words ‘ Ping&kshi ’ and ‘ Ekahciyant \ 
“ also, the signification of the Bahuvrihi compound being identical with 
that of the Possessive Affix (matup)^ the words must be taken as denoting 
■“ the Relationship (and as such they cannot be spoken of as denoting a 
substance), 

“ II. — Further, the Bahuvrihi compound is laid down as pointing to 
“something different from that which is denoted by the component 
“ words ; and hence also, that something different being signified by 
“ an affixt the principal thing denoted cannot but be the Relationship. 
“ That is to say, the compound ^BkahSyani' being expounded as *efcam- 
“ hdyanam the somethihg different meant to be expressed by the 

“ compound is found to be pointed out by the word * asynh * with the geni- 
“ tive affix ; and as the denotation of the genitive is the denotation of an 
121 
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** aflSx, it must be regarded as the principal factor ; and hence it is for 
the sake ot pointing out that denotation of the genitive affix, that we 
** must take the pronoun in * asyilh ’ ; as the genitive affix could not be used 
“ alone by itself, and also as there is no cognition of the denotation of the 
“Pronoun itself. Then as for the genitive, it is a usually recognised 
“ fact that all that it can denpl^ is some sort of a Relationship^ such as that 
“ subsisting between the * possessor and the possessed,’ the ‘ whole and 
“ the part,* the ‘ original and the modification,* and so fofth. For this 
“ reason also Bahuvrihi compounds must be taken as denoting the Bela- 
“ tionship. 

“III.— Then again, in the case of Bahuvrihi compounds, we can never 
“take a ^ class ^ to be the something different signified by it; because, in 
“ the case of the compound FihgdkshV for instance, there is no relation- 
“ ship between the class * Cow * and the * brown eyes * ; nor again can ‘ o?je- 
year-oldness* (ekahSyana) belong to the class ‘ Cow.* That is to say, all 
“these properties — ‘brown eyes,* ‘one year old,’ ‘possession of many- 
-coloured cows* — belong to Individuals ; and then as the number of In- 
“dividuals being endless, we can never perceive any relationship with 
“regard to them, — and as that which would pertain to one individual 
“could not rightly perfcain to another,— we can never accept the word 
Pingakshi* ) to be denotative of the Individual, as we have already 
“shown under the Ikrtyadhikarana (I — iii — 30-35). Nor could the very 
“ first application of the word ‘ PihgUkshl ’ be accepted to have been made 
“to the particular cow born to-day. Ootisequenlily we must accept a 
“ certain generic entity as the denotation of the word ' PihgakshV \ and 
“ this generic entity can be none other than the Relationship (as we have 
“ already shown that the word cannot denote the class ‘ Cow ’). 

“ IV. — Further, even though the word ‘ ekah dyani ’ could denote the 
“ age of one year ^ — yet that too would be only a quality, and not a suh- 
“ stance. 

“Thus then, inasmuch as the sentence in question is found to be 
“ wholly devoid of a substantive, it cannot form the basis of the discus- 
“ sion in the present Adhikarana, 

“ Nor can any other sentence that could be cited as such, form the 
“ basis ; because as a matter of fact, there is no word that directly denotes 
“ a particular substance. As all Bildhi (conventional) words (like * ghafa,' 
“etc.) denote classes (as held by you also) ; and all Yaugika (etymologi- 
“cal) words (like *Pacaka/ etc.) have been shown to denote Relationship ; 
“ then as for those words that are significant of absolutely nothing else save a 
“ particular substance,— such f.i. as the Proper names ‘ Ditlha,* ^Davittha,* 
“ etc.,— these are never found to bo used in the Vqda. 

Consequently, the declaration of the Siddha^du also sjiould have 
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^ been in the form, that—* there is a restricted application of the Class and 
“ the Quality, or of two Qualities* (and not as that of * the Quality and the 
“ Substance).* Or, there being no Vedic sentence to ser^e as the basis for 
** the discussion in the present Adhdkarana^ the Adhiharana itself should 
** never have been introduced.** 

To the above, we make the following reply: — In all cases, etymologi- 
cal words always denote a substance ; nor is it possible for a Relationship 
to be denoted liy them ; as that would involve many complications. 

That is to say, if the words * Ekahdyanl * and ‘ PlAgilkshi ’ were to 
denote a Relationship, then we should not have cited them as instances in 
the present Adhikarana, As a matter of fact, however, they do not denote 
a Relationship. Because such a denotation would give rise to endless 
complications. 

For instance, we could assume such a denoted Relationship to be either 
Relationship in general, or some particular Relationship. If the former, 
then all etymologic^ words, denoting the same Relationship in general, 
would become synonymous. If the latter, then, inasmuch as there could 
not be any peculiarity in the Relationship itself, the peculiarity will havo 
to be admitted to be brought out by the members related {i.e., the Re- 
lationship could be specified only by the members related). The mem- 
ber, however, could not specify the denoted Relationship if it were itself 
not denoted ; and hence it would be necessary for the member also to bo 
denoted by the w^rd. Then again, inasmuch as the Relationship docs 
not subsist in a single member, — and as a single member could not serve 
to distinguish the Relationship fi om*'all other Relationships, — it would be 
necessary for the word to denote both the members related. 

Thus then, iu the case of the word ‘ (jQman^^ one member is found to 
be denoted by the word ‘go ’ ; of the other member, we do not find a 
denotative word ; hence it must be admitted that if the ‘ matiip ’ affix 
were to denote the particular Relatioualiip, it could not do so, unless it 
denoted at least one of the members related ; and hence it would neces- 
sarily denote that member also. And tlmn after having donotf3d that, the 
affix would go on to denote the Relationship (as held by you) ; and cer- 
tainly this process of denotation would be a highly complicated one. 

Then again, when the Relationship is capable of being pointed out by 
the member related, who is there that would seek to assume a denotative 
potency in the word itself (whereby it could directly denote that Rela- 
tionship) ? That is to say, when, as a matter of fact, the previously- 
denoted member is found to indicate the Relationship (by necessary con- 
comitance), then we cannot ass time this latter to be donotod by the Affix 
either ; and hence, in eveffy way, the Relationship must be admitted to be 
indirectly implied (and not directly denoted). 
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It has been urged above that— -“until the Relationship is cognised^ 
there is no cognition of the Qualified Object.” 

To that we make the following reply : — It is quite true that without 
the qualification, there is no cognition of the Qualified Object. But in 
the case of the word ^ gomdn' the qualification consists of the ‘cotr^/ 
and not of the Relationship. That is to say, what is meant by the word 
is that * Devadatta is qualified by the cows * ; and as for the cows^ they are 
found to be actually denoted by the basic noun itself. ^ 

Then, it has been argued t hat — “ Devadatta cannot be qualified by 
the cows that are not related.” 

True, he is not so qualified ; it is for that very reason that the ‘ cows ’ 
indicate the necessary Relationship. In any way all that the word 
* ydman* expresses is that ‘one is qualified by cows’; and then there 
arises a question as to the position in which the cows qualify hifn ; and 
then it is that the particular Relationship (of the cows with Devadatta) is 
indicated ; and thus we find that the indication of the Relationship is 
done by the Gows^ and not by the word ‘ gomSn,^ 

For if all that is implied in the word ‘ gomSn * were to form the 
direct denotation of the word, then, inasmuch as the Gows could not serve 
the purposes of qualification, unless they existed on the earth, the earth 
also would have to be accepted to be denoted by the word ! That is to 
say, a word cannot be taken as denoting anything and everything, with- 
out which the one object denoted by it does not attain its true character ; 
all that the word ‘ gomdn * can be taken to denote is that without which 
there is no idea of the qualified object. And such an object is the cow 
only, without a cognition of which the idea of the person qualified by the 
cow could not appear ; which cannot be said of the Relationship (even 
without which the idea of the Person is found to appear). 

Then again, the seeking for the Relationship is the function of the 
speaker ; as he cannot speak of the ‘ Possessor of Cows,’ without a rela- 
tionship with the cows. That is to say, in all cases, the order of sequence 
in the operation of the Hearer is the reverse of that of the Speaker. For 
instance, the operation of the speaker is as follows : — (1) First of all, he 
desires to speak of a certain Qualified Object; (2) then, inasmuch as 
the Qualified Object could not be spoken of without the Qualification, he 
desires to speak of the Qualification; (3) then he utters the word ( ‘pS- 
wdw,’ f.i.). While the operation of the Hearer is as follows : — (1) First 
of all, he hears the word uttered ; (2) then he cognises the Qualification ; 
(3) and then the Qualified Object ; and after that he comes to have ideas 
of other accessories (as the Relatiouship beftween the Qualification and the 
Qualified, etc., etc.), necessary for the full accornidishment of the cognition 
of the Qualified Object, Thus then, though the Speaker may have per- 
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ceived the Belationship beforehai3d« yet, it is only at the end that the 
Hearer cognises it. 

As a matter of fact, however, oven the Speaker does not recognise the 
Belationship very much beforehand ; because it cannot be cognised until 
the members related have been cognised ; consequently, in the operation of 
the Speaker also, the Belationship comes to be recognised only latterly ; 
and hence, in this case also, it does not escape from the position of being 
indirectly implied. 

And it is in the nature of the thing, that the unrelated Cows do not 
qualify; and hence the indication of the Belationship is a function of the 
Cows, and not that of the woi*d ‘ which can only serve to denote 

the qualified object in that position in which it would be capable of being 
qualified (by the cows) ; and as it is only as related that the object comes 
to be qualified, the Belationship also comes to be implied indirectly (as a 
necessary factor). 

Thus then, it is that which, being accompanied by the particular 
qualification (Cows), has attained the full position of the Qualified Object, 
— that would come to be denoted by the word * gdmdn,' as that * he is 
qualified by Cows.* 

For these reasons, the Belationship cannot be taken as denoted by 
the word. 

Further, the relationship is not recognised to be denoted by the case- 
ending (genitive in * asydh,' as shown above by the opponent) ; and w© 
have no rules laying down that it is to be spoken of in any other form. 
That is to say, the Belationship, that is expressed by the Genitive and 
the Locative case-endings, is self-sufficient, and one devoid of any Gender 
or Number, etc. ; while that expressed by the ‘ matup * affix is not so. Nor 
is there any rule laying down the declaration that, that which is devoid 
of gender, etc., when expressed by the Genitive or the Locative, be- 
comes endowed with them when expressed by the ^ matup" affix, — as 
there is in the case of au entity, expressed by a Verbal Derivative, which 
is said to acquire the character of a substance. 

Thus then, the only two alternatives that are possible are these ; (1) 
That we should accept the word to denote a Belationship devoid of gender, 
etc., and (2) that the word should be token as denoting the Object Belated, 
as qualified by the implied relationship. 

And we have no hesitation in pronouncing in favour of the second 
alternative. Because the second member of the relationship related hav- 
ing been denoted as qualified by another member previously cognised, the 
Belationship comes to be cognised along with the related members ; and 
hence it is not held to be denoted separately by itself. 

Then, it has been argued that — ** the Qualified Object having been 
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established, there is no need of a sabseqaont cop^nition of the qqaliff ing 
Relationship.’* 

True, there is no need ; but even without such need, it is cognised, 
all the same, as the necessary concomitant (of the Qualified Object) ; and 
what harm does it do if it is so cognised P 

Another argument that has been urged is — “Inasmuch as the Rela* 
tionship is denoted by the abstract affix, it must be accepted *as the 
denotation of the * matup * affix.” « 

To that wo make the following reply : In the case of the word 
‘ g^maitvat^ we are forced to admit the Relationship to be denoted by it, 
because there is no other quality inhering therein that could be denoted 
(but even though this might make the Relationship somehow denotable 
by the word ‘ gotnattva* it could never be denoted by the word ^g6miin)J 
Because in the case of tlie word ‘ gomaitm^* which is the BhSva (char- 
acter) of ‘ that upon which the use of the word ^ gdmctn* (in the 

word ‘ gomattva *) is based, is what is meant by the BhSva (character) of 
the goman ; and it is this BhSva that is denoted by the abstract affixes 
Hva' * tal * and the like. 

Thus then, we find that the Qualification— that is denoted by 
the basic noun ^ go* is entirely different from the Person possessing the 
cows {gomSn ) ; and hence the Cows are not denoted by the Abstract 
Affix. Then, as a matter of fact, the Abstract Affix denotes a quality inher- 
ing in the object ; and in the word in question there is no other quality 
denoted, which could be spoken of as the * BhSva* on tfie ground of the 
denotation of the word being present iu it. Nor is the Person ever called 
its ‘ BhSva' Consequently, in accordance with the 8Utra III — i— 18, the 
Abstract Affix rests itself upon the implied Relationship. And oven though 
there is no reason for taking the Relationship as denoted, yet, inasmuch 
as there is sufficient reason to believe that, in the nature of things, the 
Relation actually subsists in the object denoted, — that reason too is con- 
sidered, for the nonce, enough to make it accepted as denoted by the 
Abstract Affix. 

Thus then, even this argument does not afford sufficient reason for 
assuming all etymological words to be denotative of Relationship. 

For these reasons, if must bo admitted that, just as in the case of the 
word * J)amll * it is the member related that is denoted, — so also is it in 
the case of all etymological words, like * PingSkshV Then as for the exis- 
tence of the Relationship in that member, it can be explained as shown 
above. Consequently we conclude that what is denoted by the Bahuvnhi 
compound is a Substance, and not its Quality. 

It has been ai gued above that — “ In the case of the word * BkahSyani,* 
“ the predominant element in the thii'd object (denoted by the compound) 
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‘‘ being that (Relationship) which is expressed by the genitive ending, 
the compound must be taken as denoting that Relationship.” 

To this we make the following reply Though that which is denoted 
by the Bahuvrthi is spoken of by * asya^ ’ (in ^iham hayanam asydy):, yet 
the genitive (in ^asydV) is cognised as equal to the Nominative. 

If the third object — the member related — were really one expressed 
by a WKSl^ with the genitive ending, then, — just as in the case of the 
word ‘ rdjnah purnshak* the being mentioned by a word with the 
genitive, becomes the qualification of the PurmhUf while the Purusha, 
mentioned with the Nominative ending, and thus being the predominant 
factor qualified by it, comes to be taken as denoted by the compound 
( * rdjapurushah ),' — so also, in the case of such Bahuvrihi compounds as 
‘ citraguf^t* ‘ Bkahdyani * and the like, what would come to bo denoted by 
them would be the ‘ Cows as qualified l)y Devadatta, its possessor/ and iit»t 
‘ the possessor Devadatta as qualified by the cows* (which would be high- 
ly objectionable). Consequently the real bearing of the BahuvrfM com- 
pound GitraguV must be expounded as ^ citrdndm gamm ayam^ (tho 
Person as related to the cows of variegated colour). Though, as a rule, 
people expound the compound differently (as ‘ citrd g&vd yasya),* yet, in- 
asmuch as the final true signification of the compound is found to be in 
the form in which we have explained it, the expounduigalso should bo done 
in that way. And thus then, the real meaning of the compound * ciira- 
gu^ * comes to be that ‘ the man, Devadatta, is qualified by tho cows as 
qualified by that Relationship.’ 

And just as in the case of the phrase ' rdjmh pumshnhf' the word 
being used with the genitive ending, it is the Relationship, that, being the 
predominant element, is found to bo denoted ; and yet when the same pliraso 
appears as the compound * ^^njapurushah,' and the genitive ending has ac- 
cordingly disappeared,— inasmuch as the two words ‘ Rdjd * and *Purusha* 
do not wholly renounce their own individual significations, and tho extrane- 
ous factor of the Relationship is brought about by the co^ition of tho 
qualified object brought about by the proximity of the two words,— tho 
compound does not denote the Relationship ; so in the same manner, in the 
case of the Bahuwihi compound also, the Relationship does not form tho 
predominant factor in its denotation ; all the more so as there is no geni- 
tive ending in this case ; nor does the predominant factor consist in tho 
two component words, either singly or conjointly ; and consequently wo 
are led to the conclusion that it is the third object, a Substance, that forms 
tho predominant factor in tlio denotation of all Bahuvrthi compounds. 

And thistlurd object, spoken of as related, is, in accordance with its 
capability, accepted to ba either (1) the Olasa^ or (2) the Sub^ance^ or (3) 
the Quality f ov ihe^Adioiu For instance; (1) we speak of a LHasa as 
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* citrafsyahH * (consisting of vai*ious kinds of individuals) ; (2) of a Suh^ 
stance as * nSnUi^tma ’ (having various qualities) ; (8) of a Quality as 

* anikS^aya * (having many substrates) ; and (4) of an Action as * ansks^ 

gray It' (inhering in many substances). In all these cases the particular 
third object denoted by the Bahuvrihi compound is ascertained by means 
of the signification of another word spoken of as coextensive with 
the compound (f. i. the word *jlltih ’ in the clause ‘ dtravy^inyam 
jdtii ’). ( 

Thus then in the case of the Bahuvrihi compounds in question, inas- 
much as the qualification of ^tkahGyanV (one year old) cannot apply to 
the Class which is eternal, we admit it to denote the Individual Cow. 

Objection : “ It has been shown above (I — iii— 30-36) that on account 
of Endlessness and Anomaly^ the Individual can never be accepted as form- 
** ing the denotation of a word.” 

Beply : I'hat does not affect our position ; because even though there 
may be an endless number of Individuals, we could very well take a 
single generic character, upon which we would base the connection of the 
word with every individual (having that character) ; and in this there 
would be no anomaly. That is to say, when the third object is found 
once to be marked by the Glass itself, inasmuch as that generic character 
would be found to mark all Individuals (forming that Class), through that 
generic character once cognised, every one of these Individuals, as differing 
from one another in time, place, etc., could very well be denoted by the 
word ; and as the word would never be used with reference to any indivi- 
dual not marked by that generic character, there could be no anomaly. 
In a case, however, where the Individuals are marked by other Individuals, 
there too, the basic characteristic is the generic character of the Class. 
And, howsoever far we may proceed, so long as we keep on the proper 
track of the series of qualifications, we shall always find the final basic 
generic character to be identically the same (in the case of all individuals 
of the same Glass) ; and thus there would be nothing incongruous in con- 
necting the word with every one of these Individuals. And in all such 
cases, it is the first and the last among the Individuals thus found to be 
pointed out by the word, that forms its real denotation ; and as for the 
intermediate ones, inasmuch as their cognition is brought about by indirect 
Indication, they are not accepted as directly denoted by the word. 

Thus then, in the case in question, the classes * Pihgatva' and 
^Akshitva * (denoted by the two words forming the compound ‘ Pihgnkshi ’) 
indicate their respective Individuals — viz,^ the f articular quality, and the 
portion of the eye ; and these two again inducate the Substance having sutdi 
an eye ; and this Substance (being the final thing pointed out) becomes the 
denotation of the compound (‘ Pingnkshi *). 
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Then there arises the question as to whether this denotation of the 
Substance is direct or indirect (being only indicated). 

As to this question there is a difference of opinion. Some people 
(the grammarians) hold that, just as in the case of the Deific Nominal 
Affixes, the ‘ matup * affix, and the like, so in the present case also, the 
Substance is directly denoted by the compound — (1) because it is actually 
cognised as the predominant factor; (2) because there is co-extensivo- 
ness; and (3)1because of the grammatical T\i\e^ anSkamanyapadMhak.* 
While others (the Logicians) make the following declaration : “ In the 
“case of the Deific Nominal Affixes (in the word ^ Aindra * f.i.), we find 
“ that the additional factor admitted into the word ‘ Indra ’ does not serve 
“ any other purpose ; and hence we take that as denoting the other object 
“ (the material dedicated to Indra) ; specially as in this case that object is 
“ not capable of being indicated by the basic noun ‘ Indra^^ because of this 
“ giving rise to an anomaly, and also because, as a matter of fact, tiie 
“ basic noun * Indra ’ does not signify that other object. In the case of 
“tljo Bahuvrthi compound, however, we find (1) that the two words 
“ retain their own original significations; (2) that there is no additional 
“ factor admitted into the words ; and (3) that the necessary idea of the 
“ Substance is afforded by the classes ‘ Fingatva * and Akshitva * (by fndi- 
cation based upon the necessary concomitance of these with the 
“ Substance) ; and henco ive cannot very reasonably admit the fact of 
“ the Substance bJing directly denoted by the compound,*' 

But what has been said here cannot be accepted as applying to all 
the compounds. For instance, it might apply to the Kamadharaya com- 
pound, where there is every possibility of Indication (because the classes 
‘ nilaiva ' and ‘ kamalatva ' inhere in the same object, which can very 
well be indicated by the compound made up of the two words * nila * and 
* kamala'). On the other hand, in the case of such Bahuvrihi compounds, 
as ‘ citragiii^' and the like, inasmuch as the two component words ‘ cUrU ’ 
and ‘^ 0 * by themselves, denote something wholly different from that 
which is meant to be expressed by the compound, they cannot, either 
directly (by Direct Assertion) or indirectly (by Indirect Indication), lio 
taken as co-extensive with Bevadatta^ etc,^ — the oiimer of the cows (that is 
meant to be expressed by the compound); and then, inasmuch as the com- 
pound ‘ citraguh ’ by itself brings about the cognition of something different 
from those denoted by the words * citrH ' and ‘ gO' oven before we add such 
words as ‘ BSvadattah ’ and the like, — we can not very well assume that 
third object to be denoted by t\e sentence * citragur-dSvadattuh.* Nor are 
the two objects, cognised, at. the time of the compounding of the two words, 
in any way connected ^vith the object Devadatta ; and as such DevaduLla 
could not be denoted by the said sentence. 

12‘i 
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For these reasons it must he admitted that, on account of direct cog- 
nition, and also on account of the grammatical rules bearing on the point, 
it is this third object that forms the denotation of the Bahuvrihi com- 
pound. In this way also would the predominant character of this object be 
compatible ( which would be hard to be reconciled with the fact of its being 
indirectly indicated). 

Thus then, in the case of such Bahuvrihis, the compound having been 
found to be directly denotative of the third object, — even if in the case of 
cert^n compounds, we find indirect Indication possible, there also, inas- 
much as the previously-established denotative potency of the compound 
would not have disappeared, we could very well take the third object 
to be directly denoted (and not indicated). 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the words ‘ Pingilksht ' 
and * Pkahfiyani ’ denote a Substance. 

Then as for the argument that “the word ^ Eknhayani^' denoting a 
certain age^ could not apply to the Class, etc., etc.,’* — it does not hold water ; 
because the age is indirectly indicated^ and not denoted^ by the word. It 
is only such words as * young,* ‘ old * and the like that denote age ; as for 
words like ‘ Ekahoyant,' they simply denote Substances connected with certain 
feriods of time; and as such they ai’e employed to indicate particular ages. 
Because as a matter of fact, the declaration ‘ gjifam hOyanam yasyUh * (‘ that 
which has one year of existence ’) pertains to the Substance^ and not to the 
age ; because the one year of existence belongs to one, who has been hm'n 
a year ago, and not to the age. 

Thus then both the words * Pinyakshi * and ‘ Ekahoyani * denoting a 
Substance having the qualities expressed by parts of the same words, — it 
is quite natural that there should arise, in connection with the sentence in 
which they occur, the following question: ‘ Does the Redness (mentioned 
by the word ^ arunay a ’) appear as the qualification of all the Suhstaiices 
that are mentioned in the Context as those with which the Soma should 
be purchased, — or, it pertains only to the one-year-old substance which is 
mentioned, as the price of the purchase, in the same sentence as Redness 
itself ? * 

Like the previous Adhikarana, it might be urged against the present 
one also, that, “ inasmuch as the Redness is actually found to be mentioned 
“ in connection with only one such substance, there can be no question of 
“ its pertaining to all the substances mentioned in the Context.*’ 

Consequently we proceed to meet this objection : The sentence is so 
constituted that the quality of Redness coi^ld be connected either with the 
‘ purchase * or witli the * one-year-old substance * j because it is mentioned 
in the same sentence as both of these. Then* on account of its being 
mentioned with the Instiumental case-ending, ‘the possibility of Us 
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connection with tlie Substance is very remote, it would be connected with 
the * Purchase,* on account of the greater authority of Direct Assertion 
(which justifies such connection). But the Quality of Redness, having 
no action of itself, and being altogether immaterial, could not be connected 
with the ‘ Purchase * (as its means). Then again, if we were forced to 
admit its connection with the Substance (the one year old), then the word 
* llcahlt'^anyh * would come to have two distinct forms, as with reference to 
the Purchase add to the Redness^ in accordance with the sutra ‘ Bkacahdyg 
pararthuvat * ; and as such we would have to admit of the preseii^'6 of 
two distinct cnse-endings in the word ‘ Bkahdyanya^ which do not really 
exist (i.e., the sentence would have to be construed as ‘ arunimii Bka- 
hayany^y and ^BkakByonyd' somam krlnnti^)\ because the connection 
(of the Bkahaylini) with the action (of purchase) can be expressed 
only by the Instrumental case-ending ; while that with the quality (of 
Redness) depends upon the Genitive ending. And thus the Redness being 
found to be incapable of being connected with those mentioned in the 
same sentence with itself, it would come to be connected with any sub- 
stance mentioned in the Context ; and thus it could very well bo taken as 
pertaining to all the substances mentioned in the Context (as the price of 
the Soina to be purchased). 

Objection : “ Then in that case, it would be practically settled, in 
“ accordance w'ith the reasons that you bring forward, that it pertains to 
“ all the substancis ; and as such there should be no question as to its 
“ being connected with the Purchase,'* 

In reply to this, we have the BhBshya-^* An authoritative tvord can- 
not express what is absolutely impossible* That is to say, the fact of 
Redness being mentioned in the same sentence with ‘ Bkahayant * gives rise 
to the clear idea of its being a qualification of this latter; while the pi*es- 
ence of the Instrumental ending in ‘ arunaya * distinctly points to its being 
a qualification of the action of Purchase ; and thus the unimpeachable verbal 
authority of this Instrumental Ending, on the one hand, and the actual 
impossibility of the connection of the immaterial and inactive Quality of 
Redness with the Action of Purchasey on the other, leave it extremely 
doubtful as to which view is reasonably possible, and which is unreason- 
able and impossible. 

In speaking of the various phases of the question, the BhSshya, first 
of all, introduces the alternative of the connection of Redness with the 
action of Purchasey on account of its commanding earliest attention^ in view 
of its being based upon direct iS^erbal Authority, and hence very little 
extra weight being put upon the Vedio Word. Then, on the strength of 
the mention of this connection of Redness with the Purchasey we should try 
our best to find out a certain capacity in the former (whereby it could 
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justify the said connection) ; and if we should find out some sort of this 
capacity, we should certainly accept the connection of the Redness with 
the Purchase. If, however, we should absolutely fail to perceive any such 
capacity, then we would even accept the anomaly of * V&kyahhBdu ^ and 
take the liedness as qualify inj? the whole Context. 

(1) The ‘ Vahjahheda ’ here spoken of is not the ordinary syntactical 
split marked by the repetition of the Affix, etc. ; but what it means is 
* Disjunction ’ ; the sense of the BhGshya being that we woi'ld even accept 
the Disjunction of the sentence speaking of the Purchase. (2) Or, the 
word ‘ bhida ’ in ‘ VdkyahhSda ’ may be explained as formed with the 
Passive ghan afiix, thus signifying that tvhich is disjoined ; and in tliis 
case the word * arund. ’ would be such a ‘ hheda ’ of the sentence in which 
it occurs (z.e., it would be disjoined from the sentence speaking of Pur- 
chase). (3) Or again, the affix in ^hhSda' may be taken in the Active 
sense, the meatiing being that the word ‘ aruna * taken apart would dis- 
join the sentence ; and we would even accept this, in connecting Redness 
with the whole Context. 

Thus then, the upshot of the whole comes to be this : So long as the 
Direct Assertion (of the Instrumental ending in ^arunayd') and the 
syntactical connection (of *arunayS * and ^ pingdkshyd Bkahtiyanyfi') are 
operative, the Redness cannot be taken as qualifying the whole Context 
(and in this case it would be connected with the one-year-old substance 
only;; but if these two (Direct Assertion and Syntactical Connection) 
have their power annulled by their incompatibility with the nature of 
things, and become inoperative, then, in that case, the connection of 
Redness would be ascertained by the Context only (and hence the Redness 
would be taken as pertaining to all the various substances mentioned in 
the Context as the price of the Soma to be purchased). 

And on this question, we have the following 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

** That which is laid down would appertain to all, because there is no 
diference in their relationship, arid because of the non-difference of the 
context. (Sfitra 8). I. hat is to say, inasmuch as Direct Assertion and 
“ syntactical connection are wholly indifferent on the question, we cannot 
“ but take our stand upon the indications of the Context, 

“ Question : * How could the Context take cognisance of a Quality 
(Redness) y which is not of the nature of an Action ? * 

“ Answer : What we mean is, not thattfche Context takes cognisance 
“of the Eedne.ssy but that in the word ^ arunaylii that which is denoted 
“ by the basic noun ‘ arum ’ is predicated with reference to the Instruments 
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“ denoted by the Instrumental ending,— such as the Soma and the rest, 
“ which are aids to the bringing about of the Apurva of the Jyotishtoma 
“ sacrifice dealt with in the Context, — and the basic noun ‘ arun&.^ Thus 
“ then the word ‘ arunayd ’ comes to be taken as a sentence, the meaning 
“ afforded by it being tliat that Individual, which has been laid down as 
“ helping in the bringing about of the Apurva, is to be employed in bring- 
“ ing ajbout that ApUrva, only as qualified by ‘ BednessJ 

“ Conseqi^Bntly, it follows that all the Instruments employed — eyen 
the vessels, etc. — should be red ; and if they do not happen to be so of 
“ themselves, they should be painted red. And as for the sacrificer and tlie 
“ other agents concerned in the sacrifice, inasmuch as these are spoken of 
*‘.by other case-endings, the quality of Bedriess, even though cognised as 
pertaining to all, could not qualify these. 

“ Against the declaration that the word ‘ arund ' being denotative of 
“ a quality, cannot be connected with the verb ‘ purchase,’ — the following 
“ argument is urged ; — 

“ * The word is not denotative of a qualityt As a matter of fact, it is 
“ only such words ‘ Rupa,' * Rasa ’ and the like that are denotative of 
“ Equalities only ; as it is the case with only these words, that whenever 
“ ‘ they are meant to be connected with a substance, they are never used 
“ ‘ without the possessive affix matup. On the other hand, in the case 
“‘of the words ^ arui^^ and the like, we find that it is seldom that 
“ ‘ they are used^ by themselves without abstract affixes, with a view to 
“ ‘ expressing qualities ; where too such use depends upon the proximity 
“ ‘ of words with the genitive ending, — in such rare instances as pafasya 
“ ‘ guhla ^ ; as a rule, however, these words are nlwflys used as expressive 
“ *of substances with certain qualities as their subordinate elements ; and 
“ ‘ it is for this reason that, even without the possessive affix matup, they are 
“ * used as co-extensive with substantives ; e.g., guklah patah, aruno ghafa^, 
“ ‘ etc* 

“ * It might be urged that in these cases we have an elimination of the 
“ ‘ Possessive Affix, as laid down in the Vdrtika on Pdnini, Sutra 
“ * I— iv — 19, (and hence the co-ordination of these words also with substan- 
“ ‘ tives is not wholly independent of the Possessive Affix). 

“ ‘ But it is not so ; because the expressed meaning of words is never 
“ ‘ denoted by means of eliminations ; consequently we must admit that 
“ ‘ the word guMa, by itself, is capable of expressing both (the property of 
“ ‘ whiteness and the white object* For instance, in the case of words with 
*“thekr^)> affix (where the presence of the affix is not perceptible), as 
“ ‘ also in such words as adHund and the like (where the affix alone is 
“ ‘ perceptible, the basic 'word having been eliminated), — we find that even 
“ ‘ though the basic w\>rd by itself (in the former case), or the affix by 



974 


TAKtRA-VARTIKA. ADH. Ill— PADA T— ADRI. (6). 


** ‘ itself (in the latter), is quite capable of expressing both the meanings,— 
“ ‘ yet what the grammatical rule means by speaking of the eliminations 
“ * is that such double potenoy is present in the word ; in the same man- 
“ * ner, in the case of the word arund also, the basic noun itself is capable 
“ ‘ of expressing both ; and this is all that is meant by the mention of 
** ‘ elimination in the JTdrtika quoted above. 

“ ‘ Nor can it be urged that the word would signify the substance by 
*** means of indirect Indication. (1) Because the snbstanKse is actually 
“ ‘ cognised as the direct denotation of the word ; (2) and also because there 
“ * are no explanatory rules, in Grammar, pertaining to Indirect Indica- 
** ‘ tions ; (3) and if there were such an indirect Indication in the case of the 
** * word arttpd, such an indication would be possible in the caiie of the woi'd 
** * rUpa also; and hence this latter word could be used in connection with 
“ * a substantive, even without the affix matup ; and (4) just as We have 

* the expression candanasya gandhak, we could also have goh arunah ; (5) 
“ ‘ when we pronounce the word gandkatva^ we give np all idea of the 

‘ sandal-wood, etc., having the gandha, and connect the word with tlio 
“ ‘particular gandhas (odoui's), — so also would be the case with the word 
“ ‘ arunatvuj (e.e., if the case of gandhatva were analogous with arunatva^ 
“ ‘ then in the expression goh arunatvaniy we could connect the arwiatva 
“ ‘ with the Cow) ; (6) just as the word rUpa, so the word atum also 
** ‘ could not be used as co-extensive with any thing. 

“ * Some people hold the co-ordination of the w?prd arun^ with 
‘ substantives to be based upon Indication ; but such co-ordiuatioii 
“ ‘ would be possible in the case of the word rUpa, as also in that of 
“ * the word arunatva ; because these words also do not express anything 
“ * more (than mere properties), 

‘ This also sets aside the possibility of the elimination of the matup 
^ affix in the case of the word arumtva, 

“ ‘ Then again, no properties are ever connected with Gender, Num- 

* ber, etc. ; hence also, inasmuch as we hud the words guklah, arund, etc. 
“ * connected with particular Genders and Numbers, we must admit 
“ ‘ them to be denotative of substances. Nor can it be urged that we have 

* the rule that the Genders and Numbers of gunavacanas or adjectives ate 
“* ‘ based upon their substantive substrates ; because if it were so, then we could 
“ ‘ have Genders and Numbers even in such words as rilpa, puUatva and the 
“ ^ like, and also because the word gunavacana in the said rule does not mean 
“ ‘ the words that merely express properties^ but thase that having expressed a 
'* * property, denote a suhstanee; for if it were^not so, the word vacana would 
“ ‘ be wholly superfluous ; because the form of the woid is nothing other 
“ ‘ than its vacana (utterance) ; and as such the former sense could be got 
** ‘at by means of the word guna alone; hence it is* the addition of the 
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* word vacana that servos to preclade suoh words as rupa and the 
** * like, 

“ ‘ The VSHika, laying down the elimination of the matup in guna^ 

* vacanas^ is also amenAble to the same explanation (as there also we have 
** ‘ the expression gunavacana). 

“ ‘ For tliese reasons we conclnde that the word arunti denotes a sub- 
***stailbe; and hence inasmuch as it can veiy well be spoken of as an 
“ * agent, it ca!i be construed along with the sentence in which it occurs ; 
** ‘ (and thus having its denotation based upon Syntactical Connection, it 
“ * leaves no room for the operation of the Context as held by the Pvrva- 
^^^pakslii)] and as such the word cannot be taken as qualifying every- 
** * thing mentioned in the Context/ 


“ The reply to the above argument is that it is not very satisfactory ; 
that is to say, it is not compatible with the conclusion arrived at under 
“ the Ahrtyadhikarana (I — iii — ^30«35). 

“ Then again, it is only when a certain meaning is never found to 
“ abandon a word, either by agreement or difference, that that meaning is 
acknowledged as the directly expressed denotation of that word ; and in 
“ tJie case in question we find that the word ‘ arunti * never abandons tl»e 
property (of Rfidness). And in such cases, the Property, connected iu- 
“ separably with a substance, having been previously denoted, as forming 
“ the qualification, the substance would be implied by the mere relation- 
** ship of that qualification ; and hence this substance could never be 
“ accepted as forming the expressed denotation of the word ; as we have 
“already shown above (under the Akttyadhikarana), 

“ Then again, on account of the irregularity of usage, a substance can- 
“ not be accepted as the direct denotation of the word ‘ arund ' ; because 
** the word is found to be used with reference to other substances with the 
“ property of Redness^ and to be not used with reference to the former 
** substance, when it happens to be devoid of that property. 

“ It might be argued that, inasmuch as at the time of the appearance 
**of another property, the substance also becomes changed, the said 
“ iiTegularity loses its force. 

“ But as a matter of fact, there is no such absolute rule as that the 
“ substance becomes changed ; because, as a matter of fact, it is found 
** that even while the substHnc<| remains the same, various properties are 
“ found to appear and disappear. 

“ There ai*e two theories on the point of the appearance of new pro- 
“ pci*tios in a substance The fii’st is that of the Pai(luiraSf who hold that 
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*‘the black pot itself becoming cooked in the fire, takes the red colour ; 
** and in accoi’dance with this theory, the substance remains the same, 
“ Another theory is that of the FailukaSy who hold that the cooking is in 
‘‘ the atoms composing the pot ; and in this theory also, the said irregu- 
“ larity would pertain to these atoms. In the way that we have explained 
“ (in ^Lokavartikli) the nature of the substauco, it cannot but be admitted 
that what undergoes the change is the Property, and not the su\)8tanco 
** itself. In a case where a particular substance, the jar, is reddened by 
“ the colour of another substance, the Red-chalk, — the former is spoken 
“of as *red’ though the property (of Bedness) inheres in the sub- 
“ stance (the chalk) connected with it ; and in this case, inasmuch as a 
“ single substance would come to be spoken of by many such words as 
** ‘Blue,’ ‘ Yellow’ and the like (if all these were bo be denotative of st\b- 
“ stances), — this would be a distinct irregularity. And certainly, this ir- 
“ regularity would be very much more patent than that relating to the Class ; 
“ and this would be highly unsatisfactory. 

“ Then as for the elimination of the matup affix, laid down in the 
“ Fdf/ika, it only serves the purpose of offering an explanation of an 
“ Indication established by eternal usage. 

“ It has been argued above that tlie substance is found to form the 
“ principal denotation, and as such we could not admit of its Indication. 
•* To this we make the following reply : — The objection could be brought 
“ fomard against one who should declare the substante to be the sub- 
“ ordinate element in the denotation of the word ‘ arund * • and it cannot 
“ be effective against the theory that makes the Indication very closely 
approximate to the object denoted by the word. That is to say, in the 
**case of the sentence ‘ agnirmlli}amhah^ we find the Agni (Fire) and tfeo 
“ MSnavaJea (Boy) to be wholly different from one another ; and hence we 
“ explain the expression as being based upon a certain singularity in their 
“ characters ; and hence in this case, owing to the peculiar character of 
the idea brought about, the word * agnih ' is not accepted as being 
“ directly denotative of the object (Boy) that it qualifies. In the case, 
“ however, of those words, which, while expressing the Glass or the Property ^ 
“ indicate the Substance, — we find that there is not. a very great gap 
“ between that which is denoted and that which is indicated ; and it is notf 
“ very easy to distinguish them ; and this non-distinction (idea of identity) 
“ can be removed only by very learned people, on the ground of invariable 
“ concomitance and difference ; and hence ordinary people (not being 
able to effect the said distinction) come to. think of the substance as 
being directly denoted by the word. But it do^s not follow from this 
“ that when the learned would speak of the non-denotability of the Sub- 
stance by the said word, they could be charged with transgressiug 
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popular usage. Because the ordinary man of the world does not take 
** the trouble of making nice distinctions between Denotations and Indi- 
** cations ; and hence on this question he would be wholly indifferent ; and 
“ as such, he could nofc take exception to the distinction that the learned 
** would make, for the purposes of ascertaining the generic and specific 
“ character of things. And thus tliere would be no transgression in the 
“ matter. ^ 

“Then, as for the questions Why cannot you admit of the elimi- 
nation of the matupj as based upon Indication, in the case of the word 
*Bupa also ?’ and — *How can the explanatory rule pertain to Indication ? ' 
“—we offer the following explanation : — 

“There are three sorts of Indications: (1) one that is well established 
“by eternal usage, jusfc as well as Direct Denotation ; (2) one that is created 
“at the time ; (3) and there is one class that cannot be admitted on account 
“of their incapability. 

“That is to say, (1) there are certain words in which the Indicative 
“ potency is as eternally established as the Denotative, — e.g., the words 
“ ^gukla, * ‘ aruna * and the like. (2) There are some which are used now- 
“adays, in the indirect indicative sense, — the word ^ Bathmganaman ’ 

“as applied to the GaJeravaka bird (the Bathanga — part of a chariot — 
“ being the wheel which, as expressed by the word ‘ Oahra^' forms a por- 
“ tion of the namj ‘ OaJerav^ha ’). (3) While there are certain words which 
“ are wholly incapable of having any indicative potency ; such are the 
“words etc. 

“Then to the question — ‘The relationship of the substance with 
“Bwpa being exactly of the same kind as that with (^ukla^ how is it that 
“there is no Indication in the case of the former? ’ — the reply is, it is just as 
“ in the case of denotation. That is to say, according to you also, though both 
“ the words Bupa and Cuhla are equally expressive of properties, yet it 
“is only the latter, and not the foimer, that is expressive of a substance 
“ with a property as its subordinate element ; and in the same manner, 
“ we admit of Indication in the case of ^uhla, and not in that of Bupa. 

“Against this it might be urged that— the Denotative potency of a 
“word belongs to it naturally; which is not the case with Indication, 
“ which depends upon such agencies as that of the Relationship, etc. 

“ But it would be so in the case of words newly coined (like 
“ ‘ Ipittha* etc.). You, however, hold the word ‘ Cukla * to apply to the sub- 
“ tance, through a property inhering in it ; and as this is found to be pres- 
“ ent in the case of the word ^Bupa ’ also, this latter would also become 
“ applicable to the substance. Consequently it must be admitted that in 
Properties there are different kinds of potentialities, whereby only certain 
“words expressive of it pertain to the substance bearing that property, 
123 • 
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“ while others pertain to the Property alone as the predominant factor. 
“And this would be the case with Indication also. 

“ Thus then, just as words have diverse potentialities with regard to 
“ Denotation, so, in the same manner, should the meanings also be admit- 
“ ted to have various potentialities appertaining to the indicated meaning. 
“Though the potentiality of denoting a visible object is to.be infened from 
“ its effects, — and as such the necessity of admitting an imperceptible poten- 
“cy is equally present for both of u.s (t.e,, the Denotative and the Indica- 
“tive Potencies being both equally imperceptible),— and the function of 
“the word having ceased with the denotation of the expressed meaning, — 
“yet, when this last expressed meaning is not found to be quite fully 
“ established, it leads to the assumption of a peculiar potency in this 
“ meaning^ and not in the w*o?vZ, which points to the indicated meaning ; 

“ and this assumption is quite warranted by the exigencies of the circum- 
“ stances. And on the mere giwnd of having to assume imperceptible 
“ potentialities, both theories are equal. 

“Thus then, there being no Indicative potency in the word 
“ it can never be applied to substances, without the matup affix. This 
“ view of the case is also supported by the sutra ‘ Basadihhyagca* {Panini 
“ V— ii— 96), which reiterates the matup affix with reference to 
“ ^Basa,* etc., simply with a view to preclude all other affixes in connection 
“ with these. As a matter of fact also, do not find tl^at the substance is 
“never signified by the cognition ot^Bupa * etc., for we actually find that 
“the^-Bw/Ja* points to the a»ce as its invariable concomitant, just as 
** the smoke points to the fire ; all that we mean is that the word ‘ Bupa* 
“ itself not pertaining to the substance, there is no Indication in this case, 

“ Between the Substance and the Property, whether it is the one or 
“the other that is cognized as the predominant element depends upon 
“ their nature ; and in the case of Bupa etc., we find that they are always 
“ denoted as the predominant factors ; and hence in such cases the sub- 
“ stance is signified merely as a qualifying subsidiary; whereas in the case 
“ of the word ‘ Cukla ' and the like, the substance is expressed as the quali- 
“ fied predominant factor. It is on account of this indicative signification 
“ having continued from the very beginning of things that it is explained 
“by means of the explanatory grammatical rule laying down the elim- 
“ ination of the matup affix. 

“ That Indication, however, which has a more recent origin, and is 
“ not so well established, cannot be expli'.ined by means of special rules 
“laid down in the QHstras ; because even without such a rule, it is found 
“ out through other factors connected with it. As for instance, in the 
“ case of the expression *Madhuro rasah snigdhah, etc. {sweet taste is aoft^ 
“ etc.)) iuasmuch as the softness^ etc., are also properties, just like the 
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they cannofc qualify this latter; and as such they* are taken as 
qualifying the substance characterized by taste, 

** Thus then, inasmuch as no exception can be rightly taken to 
“ the potentialities (of words), the occasional presence and absence of’ 
“ the elimination of the ntatup affix becomes quite explicable, 

“ The above also serves to explain the restrictions as to the presence or 
“ absence of the Abstract Affix, and to that of Coextensiveness or Diversity. 

For instance, the words ‘ (^uklatm * etc., signifying thepi operty, as the pro- 
“ dominant factor, abstracted by means of the Abstract Affix, is always rela- 
“ ted (to the substance) by a diversity of substrates. The only difference 
“(between *^uklatva' and ^Cukla*) is that in the case of the former it 
“ is the Property that is the qualified predominant factor, while in the 
“ latter, the property qualifies a substance ; and thus being subordinate to 
the substance, resides in the basic noun only ; and it is this property, as 
“ subordinate to the substance, that comes to be subsequently abstracted by 
“ means of the abstract affixes ‘ tva ’ etc. It is for this reason that the 
“word ^Qukla' has two forms Qukla' and * ^uklatva') while Gan- 
etc. have only one form. And there is yet another duality of 
“form in 'Qakla'--viz,^ that at one time it denotes the Property, while 
“ at another it would indicate the Substance possessed of that property ; 
“ — in the former case, the word ‘ Qukla' having for its subordinate factor 
“ the substance mentioned by the word with the genitive ending ; e.g., 
patasya ^uklaly^ where from the very beginning the Property of ivhite- 
“ wess is spoken of as abstracted from the substance; and in the latter case, 
“ the word ‘ ^ukW liaving for its subservient factor the substance expressed 
“ by another word with the same case-ending as the word ‘ Quhla, 
“e.g., ^ QuJclah patah\ where the Qnkla is mentioned as swallowed up by 
“ the Substance. 

“ And thus the presence of the Gender and Number (in the word 
“ ‘ arUnayd*) could bo explained, as before, through the substratum of the 
“ redness, 

“ Thus it is that Grammarians have held the Substance to be the 
“predominating element in all words expressive of Properties; as 
“ according to them, all such words, having expressed the property, 
“ apply to the siibstance possessing that property. Nor do the Gramma- 
“ lians specify and enumerate tlio properties ; as they base their use of the 
“names ‘Property’ and ‘Substance’ on the actually perceived relation- 
“ ship of the container and the^contained. Thus, as a matter of fact, it is 
“the word ^QuUa\ and not the word ^ Bupa\ that signifies the sub- 
“ servient substance ; and thus there can be no irregularity in the matter of 
“ Gander and Numbed 

“It is with a view to this argument that the Bhlshya has made the 
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** declaration— find even suck words as are excessive of projperties to 
have the feminine gender— e,g»^ the words ^ Karund Buddhih^* and the like. 
“ Though as a matter of fact these words are similar in character to the 
“ word ^gandha \ yet they have been cited only with a view to show that 
“ sucJi words take the feminine gender. The sense of this is that even 
“ those words that express self-predominant Properties are found to take 
“ partcular Genders and Numbers ; what then can be said against the pres- 
*‘ence of these in the case of such words as pre-eminently signify suh- 
“ stances f ’ 

“ For these reasons, the word ‘ arma * must be taken as expressive of a 
“ property ; and as such it cannot be connected with the verb * to purchase/ 

“ The position being thus summed up, the opponent comes forward 
“ with the following objection: — ‘If the word arunayS, is not connected 
“ with the verb to purchase^ it could very well be connected with the 
“ Skahayani (one-year-old). As it is quite possible for a word expressing 
‘*a property to be connected wdth a substance/ 

“ The reply to this is that the connection of Bedness with the verb is 
“ expressed by Direct Declaration, while that with the Substance is ex- 
“ pressed by Syntactical Connection ; and as such, this latter being weaker 
“ is set aside in favour of the Wmer. With a view to this, the Bhdshya 
“ says— the objector has said is not possible; became the word ‘ aruna * 
“ denotes a property only, and not both property and substarice ; and the word 
“‘fiKAHlTANl’ also denotes the substance only; under the circumstances 
“ how could these two toords be taken as related to each other, in the absence 
“ of the Genitive ending that would signify such relationship ? The sense 
“ of this is that there are two ways in which words are related to one 
“ another ; by way of coextensiveness, and by that of diversity of sub- 
“ strates ; — and in the case of the two words in question ‘ arund * and 
“ ‘ Bkahdyant* they could be related by coextensiveness, only if both of 
“ them signified both Substance and Property, and words are related by 
“ the diversity of substrates, only when the word expressive of the sub- 
“ stance is accompanied by the Genitive ending. Thus then, inasmuch as 
“ the word ‘ arund * signifies the Property alone, and the word ‘ Bkahdyant * 
“ the Substance alone, there can be no direct verbal coextensiveness between 
“them; nor do we find any genitive ending; consequently on account 
“ of the authoritative character of the Instrumental ending (in ‘ arunayd ’), 
“ we cannot admit of any relationship between the Property and the Sub- 
stance (in the case in question). u 

“ The opponent, — not comprehending the fact of the above assertion 
“being based upon the compamtively greater and less authoritative 
“ character of the various words concerned, and thinking that the rela- 
“ tionship of tho-Substance and the Property is denied on account of there 
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“ being nothing to point to it, says : — 'Even though there is no genitive 
** ending y yet the coeztensiveness (between and ehahayani) is distinctly 
“ expressed hy the fact of both words having the same case-ending (the Instrn- 
mental).* 

** The reply to this is that ivhai the opponent says is not possible^ etc. 
** That is to say, our declaration is based upon the comparative strength of 
“ the means of ^cognition ; for instance, the basic word * aruna ’ is found, by 
“ its natural capability, to be expressive of a property ; wliile its coexten- 
siveness with ‘ ekah&yani ' is based upon its proximity to another word ; 
“ and certainly there is a deal of difference between the authoritative 
“ strength of these two means of signification. 

“ Objection : — ‘ Though the suggestive power of the word points to the 
fact of the word arunaya expressing the Property of Redness only, yet we 
“ have to admit, on the strength of Syntactical Connection, the fact of its 
** indirectly indicating the substrate of that property also. (That is to 
“ say, it being not possible for the Property to be related either to the 
‘‘ Action or to its accessories, in order to save the word expressing it 
“ from being wholly meaningless, we must take it as related to the word 
“ ekahUyantj which also saves us from syntactical split) [Bhasliya — p. 217, 
“ 1. 6 ei 

“ In reply to this, it is pointed out that the relationship of arun^ with 
“ the Action is expressed by the Direct Signification of the Instrumental 
“ ending (‘ in arunaytX ^), while that with the Substance could at best bo 
“ got at by indirect Indication ; and as such this latter could not but give 
“ way to the former, which is more authoritative, 

** Against this again we have yet another objection, based upon the 
“ inevitable character of the said Indirect Indication ; ‘ The Property not 
“ being capable of bearing a relationship with the Action, no sigm/i0nce can 
“ be attached to the case-ending in arunaya,^ 

“ The reply to this is , — That would make the Instrumental ending wholly 
meaningless. That is to say, no amount of inevitable necessity can 
“ make that cognised which is not expressed by the word. Nor can the 
“ Instrumental ending in * arunayH ’ be justified and explained, through 
“ Indication, like the Accusative in ‘ saktun * (in the sentence ‘ sahtun 
juhoti^ where * saklUn ’ is taken as equivalent to ‘ salctublnh,^ on account 
“of the fact of the saJetii not being something to be accomplished, and as 
“ such incapable of taking the Accusative ending) ; because the Property 
“ (expressed by the basic word \jiruna ’) being incorporeal, it is not capable 
“ of the character of any sort of agency denoted by the case-endings (i.e., 
all case-endings are equally inapplicable to it). 

“ Says the opponent— “ The word arunaya might bo taken as laying 
“ down the property signified by the basic word, with reference to the 
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“ agency obtained tbrougb its substrate which is endowed with a partiou- 
“ lar Gender and Number. As there is a theory current among Gram- 
marians that even though the words expressing properties are devoid of 
“ the character of agents, yet, inasmuch as they serve to qualify such 
“agents, they take the various case- endings, the Accusative, etc,* [Bhdsh^a 
“ — ^p. 218, 1. 12 et seq.] 

Reply: — There is not much in this argument. Though the word 
“ ‘ arunayH * might, somehow or other, be capable of being related to the 
“ Skah^yantf yet inasmuch as the Bkahiiyani would be taken up by the 
“ Action (of * Purchase *)y and it would not be possible for it to be related 
“ to both (the Action of Purchase and the Property of Redness) ^ — as shown 
“ under Sutra 1— iv— 8, — its relationship with the Action, being more 
“ authoritative, sets aside that with the Property ; because while we find 
“ the case-ending (the Instrumental) expressive of its relationship with 
“ the Action, we do not find the genitive case-ending that would signify 
“ its relationship to the Property. In the case of the sentence ‘ nilamut- 
“ palam * that has been cited by the opponent, there being no contradiction 
of Direct Assertion, there is a cognition of the relationship pointed out 
“ by Syntactical Connection ; and as such its case is hot analogous to that 
“ of the sentence in question. 

“ As for the several alternatives with regard to coextensiveness, we 
shall explain them in the last Adkikarana of the sixtji Adhyiiya^ under 
Sutra VI— viii— 35. In any case, however, the coextensiveness can only 
“ be based upon Indication ; and as such it cannot but be very much less 
“ authoritative. 

“ Nor do words expressive of Properties take the case-endingSj be- 
“ cause they qualify other agents; but because they are themselves agents. 
“ This tbo we shall explain under the Adhikarana V — ^i — 11-16. 

“ The opponent brings forward another argument, whereby he seeks 
“ to remove the contradiction of Direct Assei-tion : ‘ It is true that when 

there is no mutual dependence^ proximity is no ground of relationships in 
“ all cases however, it is only after the toord-meanings have been rejected 
“ that the sentence-meanhig becomes possible, etc,, etc. That is to say, 
“ when both (the Action of Purchase and the Property of Redness) are 
“ connected with Bkahdyani at one and the same time, then alone is there a 
“ contradiction ; when, however, the relationship of one of them is only 
“implied by the way, (while that with the other is directly asserted), 
“there can be no contradiction. The sopse of the latter sentence {in 
“ all cases it is only after the word-meanings have been rejected, etc,) is 
“ that the independence of word-meanings is in every way rejected ; and 
** hence there is no incongruity in the assumption of many relationships 
‘‘of the same word. That is to say, the word arund must be connected 
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** witih some such substance as possesses the property (of Redness), Then 
“ as for the word ehaMyani^ the independence of this also has been set 
“ aside by the fact of its being related to the Action of Purchase. And 
‘‘then, if the word be connected with another word, that would entail no 
“ further contradiction of Direct Assertion,— in accordance with the maxim 
“ that when once a woman has shown her face, there is no use cover- 
“ing it again, (Hence when a w^ord has been connected with one word, 
“there is no incongruity in its being connected with another word) ; and 
“ hence the word ekahayam can very well be connected with the word 
^^arunn also, which expresses a property.’ [Bhasliya^ jd. 219, I 25 et 

“The reply to this is — is not so, etc. {Bhashya^ p, 220, I, 16)« 

“ III this reply, the Bhdshya admits, for the sake of argument, the vela- 
“ tionship of the Property with the Substance ; and then points out that, 

“ even then, there is a contradiction ; inasmuch as it involves the rejec- 
“ tion of the relationship of the Property with the Substance employed in 
“ the sacrifice; and the simultaneous attributing, to the verb ^krindti,' of 
“ the contradictory characters of the Injunction and the Descriptive Refer- 
“ once. In a case where all words tend to qualify tlie verb, there is no 
“trouble involved in the Injunction of the qualified Action; hut in a case 
“ where what is enjoined is the Action, and also a little of the Substance, 
“if we admit a^ syntactical split in the shape of a repetition of the 
“ verbal (Injunctive) affix, — we have an absence of all restriction. 

“ That is to say, a qualification is always such as is already well known 
“ (and does not require an Injunction) ; consequently while the * Purchase* 
“ is still in the state of being enjoined^ it cannot be said to be well known, 
“and as such it would bo connected with every one-year-old thing that may 
“ be found to be mentioned in the context (and not only with that with 
“ which the Soma is purchased). And whichsoever these other one-year-old 
“ ones may be, in the context treating of the Jyotishtoma, to each of them 
“ would the Property (of Redness) be related, by means of syntactical con- 
“nection. If, however, we do not find any other one-year-old thing men- 
“ tioned in the context, then what else could we do than admit such a thing 
“to form part of the sacrificial gift, or to be in the shape of the cow that 
“ is kept tethered in the sacrificial house ? Or it may be that inasmuch 
“as the word * Bkahnyarnjn* does not form the predicate of the sentence, 
“ and as such no significance attaches to the particular gender and number, 
“ the woi'd may be taken as -qointmg to any thing that may be a year old 
“ (male or female), and as such would refer to the animals of the savamya 
“ and the Agnhhoma ; and thus there would bo no definite certainty as to 
“ which one-year-oI(f thing is meant to be qualified by ‘ aruntV 

“ This argument applies to all similar cases ; e.g, in the sentence 



984 


TANTRA-VARTIKA. ADH. Ill— PA dA I— ADHI. (6). 


“ ‘ Dagamushtir mimltl \ the number ‘ ten^ would belong, not only to the 
“ bundles of soma, but to all other Nirvdpas in connection therewith. 

“ The opponent, seizing the opportunity afforded by the afore^id 
“ admission of the diverse character of * BkahUyanl \ comes forward with 
“the following argument; ‘ Even though the Purchase may be enjoined as 
“ something quite new, yet being present in the mind, it would also,, by the 
“ way, specify tlie particular Ekahayani that would be qualified by “ arund>,^* 

“The reply to this is that it is not so; because whenever the 
“meaning of a word becomes qualified, the direct denotation of that 
“ word suffers by each qualification ; and hence, because it has been 
“ qualified by one, there is no reason why it should be qualified by others 
“ also, in ill-advised accordance with the maxim that one who has been 
“seen once need not cover herself again. Nor would the word ‘arwnd’ 
“become useless (without such qualification) ; because it has its use else- 
“ where in tlie context. Nor can it be urged that the Property would not be 
“related with the context, just as it has been shown to be not related 
“with Ekahayani. Because if the Property bo laid down with reference 
“to a Substance mentioned in another sentence, there is no undue diver- 
“ sity in the character of anything. In accordance with your theory 
“ also, if the Purchase bo enjoined with reference to the Soma itself, and 
“be referred to as qualifying the Substance, then there comes to bo a diver- 
“ sity in its character. In the same manner, it is on account of the same 
“diversity that the Ekahayani cannot be taken as related both to the 
“ Purchase and to the Property of Bedness, 

“ On a former occasion we have admitted this dual relationship, 
“ simply for the sake of argument; and on the present occasion we refute 
“ that idea, with a view to remove all chance of a false hope rising in 
“ the heart of the opponent. 

“ The real fact is that the word ‘ arunayd ’ lays down the Redness 
“ signified by the basic word, with reference to the means of purchase, 
“I'eforrcd to by the Instrumental case-ending. 

“There is a pavty of P firvapakshls, who hold that no significance 
“attaches to the Instrumental ending in the word, which, therefore, 
“ denotes the Property alone,— this Property, being connected with the 
“ context, and being taken up by the Recapitulatory Injunctive sentence, 
“ and thereby pertaining to Substances, it must be taken as belonging to 
“all the Substances mentioned in the Context; in accordance with the 
“ III-i- 18 . * 

“ But this is not right ; because the Property, not forming a part of 
“ the Procedure of the sacrifice, cannot be taken u^p by the context ; and 
“ as for the law laid down in the sutra referred to, it points to the relation- 



spKi’rAi, i»Roi'KRrn;s akr not tip. 


085 


‘‘skij) of tko l^ropevfcy witk tliat Skahajjani which i-s aece.ssovy to the Pur- 
^'chage ; and as su ( j 1 i j Jiove would ho no t^romid for the Purvapahhn. 

Consequently it, is in at^cordauce witli the reason inics 've have 
“explained above that the Property of Redness slioiild Ix' iakon as bcloujii’- 
“ ing to a.ll the Substances mentioned in the Context.’' 


SJ ddhAnta. 

’Po the aboA'C, we make tlio following reply ; 1 n a case wln're the 

Substance and the Property are ilirectly found to serve one and the 
same purpose, they must l)e taken as specifying ea(di otlior, just as u\ the 
(;a.s(; of the vessel, etc. 

The expression ' arthfiikatvB' m the suh a vohra to a particular work 
done by them; and tlie expression a ikiikanni/at hrwt^<^ forward the same 
fact as a,n argmnent. Or the expression ^ artliaikaM* may be taken as 
meaning tlial ivlien if as* poasible for thr, Lwo to hi tokon alonij 'irlth rack olJo-r^ 
then, the. Tnjunctioii of the one Bkarann. qualihed by ail the qualiticai ions, 
has its purpose fully served only by having pointed to tliafc qualified 
BlnvanCi ; and thus there comes to bo a due ad jnstmoit of all the various 
factors of the seiiteuce among tlicinselves, »lnst as in the case of the sen- 
tence * Dfivadattah kashthaih stkdlyiim odanam pacati^' all the factors Jire at 
once recognised aji pertaining to the single action of cooking ; so would it 
also bo in tlio case in question (where all the factors would pertain to 
(he single action of Purchase). 

Then as for the Substam^e alone, or the Pj*opcrty alone, as none of 
them could be [)erformed by itself, it is not enjoined. And as for the 
relationship of these with any actioji other than it could not be 

pointed out b^^ the Injunctive affix appearing along wifh the verb * to 
purchase/ And lastly, as for the relationship with the Substance, 
the Injunctive is ever incapable of cstablislniig any such relationship. 
And we shall show in tlie next Adhikarana that the operation of the 
In junction does not extend b('.yond the Bhdvand and ils qualifications. 

Then the presence of the Instrumental ending (in ‘ arunaijil ’ and 
'ekahnyanya ’) distinctly shows that tlie Propeiiy of Redness and the JHknhd- 
yam^ while independent of each other, stand in need of tlie action accom- 
plished by means of them ; and as such they both come to bo related, by Syn- 
tficfcical Connection, to the part iciilar action of And the reasons 

for this arc the following ; (1) A.ik(iraka' (Agent) is that which does some- 
thing ; and that which is d^nc can be no other than a deed or Action, and hence . 
no kdraku or agent can have any relation.sliip witii a Substance ; (2) all 
hdrakas equally are fully established entities, and as such they do not 
^staud in need of one another; and as for Properties, inasmuch as they are 
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all equally snbservient to others, there can bo no mutual dependence 
among iherasolves ; (3) the Injunction in question too does not operate 
towards the pointing out of a mutual relationship among the karakas*, 
and inasmuch as we are guided wliolly by the Injunction, we accept the 
relationship with the action. The Action too is never accomplished 
without the help of certain h^rakas-, and heueo also there is a mutual rela- 
tionship between tlio action and the on the ground of the former 

being accomplished by means of the latter, which is a well established 
entity. And just as the Snhdmire is wanted as holping in the accomplish- 
ment of Actions, so also is tlie Property of that Substance required ; and 
hence the Property of Redness too cannot be related to anything else 
except the Action. That is to say, just as, on account of the impossibili- 
ty of the action of Purcliase being performed without a Substance, the 
action takes up the ekahm/ani as that Substance,*— so, in the same man- 
ner, inasmuch as so long as the Substance has not been specified by a 
particular property, it cannot accomplish the Action, the Property is also 
sought after as a necessary element; and consequently the Property 
must also be taken as an accessor}^ oftho Action. 

Objection : — ‘‘ When the Substance has been iaken up during the per- 
“ formance of an Action, the Property also comes to be taken up, as the 
“necessary concomitant of that Substance; and thus no special effort 
“ being required for the taking up of the Property, thiso latter cannot bo 
“ said to be sought after in the same Avay as the Substance is done. That 
“ is to say, without taking up a Substance, there can be no performanco 
“ of an Action ; and when the Substance lias been taken up, the Property 
“ naturally follows in its w^ake.* 

Ee^ly: In that case, when the Action lias been perfoimed, thei’e 
would be no further need of the Substance (which W'oiilcl follow' naturally 
in the wake of that Action), Then again, if it be held that the Substance is 
sought after previous to the performance, then the SEime may be said with 
regard to the Property also, wdiich is sought after previously to the em- 
ployment of the Substance. 

That is to say, you have argued that in the taking up of the 
Substance, the Property becomes taken up by itself, and as such it does 
not require a distinct effort. But when we have taken up an Action, that 
involves the taking up of some sort of a Substance, and hence the 
Substance also would require no distinct effort. If it be urged that before 
the action is taken up for performance, thei«o is a seeking after the particn- 
^lar Substance to be employed at it, — then we could also urge that before 
the Substance is taken up, there is always a desire to know what sort of 
Substance— with what qualifications — is to be employed. 

The only difference in the two cases is that the Substaiice continues 
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to operate even after tlio form of the Action has been fully recognised ; 
whereas, when the form of the Substance has once been duly cognised, the 
Pix)perty has no operation apart from that Substance ; because its function 
has been fully served by the pointing out of the form of the Substance } 
but certainly that which operates towards the pointing out of the Substance 
cannot Jae said to be wholly inoperative ; because there are various kinds 
of operation. ^As a matter of fa.ct also, we iind a distinct o])eration of tho 
Property at the time that it specifies the Substance. For irmtaiice, when 
the Action has come to bo known as to be accomplished by lueaus of a 
Substance, there is always a desire to know the property or character of the 
vSiibstance that is to be employed in it. 

Tlius thou, in such a case, if tho Veda itself points out a particular 
Substance, that Substance is accepted as the one to bo employed ; but 
if no such is directly pointed out by the Veda, then any Substance 
that happens to be implied by the text, and to be supported by other 
authorities, would come to be accepted ; and hence, in the case in 
fjiie.stioii, the directly enjoined * Redness' would come to bo an accos.sory 
of the action (of l^iurJiase). 

And in all cases, when a certain fact has been directly laid down by 
the text, all doubt and ignorance with regard to it are held to have been 
removed, in accorjlance wiili the Sutra I — iv — liO. Cousecpieutly, in tho 
case in question, when it is distinctly enjoined tliat the Action of Purchase 
is to bo accomplished by means of Redness^ there being no words supplied 
from without, and there being a standing rule that a thing can help 
only in a way that lies within its power, it is concluded that the action 
is to be accomplished by means of Redness, as characterising t/te Snbstance 
to be cmploged at the perfonnanco of tiuit Action, Because it is always 
found to be tho case that Properties have the fuiietion of character- 
ising Substances ; as otlicrwiso they would be wholly inoperative ; and 
because their Injuiictioii also is justifiable only in this way. That is 
to say, tlie Injunctive pertaining to the Purchase does not, in any way, 
renounce the Redness presented to it by moans of the Instrumental 
ending ( in * arunaya ' ) ; and the Redness also does not become the 
accessory of the Purchase by any other way save that of specifying tlic 
Substance with which the Puichase is to be effected. Nor is it .necessary 
that tho aids imparted by all accessories should be of one and the 
same form. Nor again is tlici Action, in all cases, held to be in the 
form of ^notion alone, injieriiig in the Substance ; nor do all accessories 
directly aid the Princij^al Action itself; because tlio relationship of those 
depends upon various intermediate operations. And of such factors as 
Redness and^tlie like, tho only operation that they are found capable of is 
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tlio specifying of tJie Substance ; and tliough noniiuatives to this operation 
of specilication, tliey become Instrumental to the other operations (hence 
the Instrii mental ending). 

Thus then it is from the word * arnnaija * itself that it is concluded 
that tlie Purchase in question is to be accomplished by means of the 
Pi-operty of Jiedness as specifying a certain Substance. 

In the same manner the one-year-old animal also stands in need of* a 
properly that would specify it; as without such specification it could not 
be employed in the action. Consequently, we find that the Property 
begins to look for a Substance to specify, which would also serve as its 
own substrate ; and in the same manner the Substance also begins to look 
for a specifying property; and the relationship based upon such mutual 
re([uirements is established very soon. And in the seidcnce in question, 
we find that it is not possible for any other Substaiico or Property to 
be sought after ; lienee even without the genitive affix, wc accept these 
two (Kedness and the one-year-old animal ) to be related to eacli other, 
on the sole ground of mutual requirements; just as two men, one* of whom 
had his cart burnt, and another liad his horse dead, having joined together 
ill making up a joint cart, proceeded on their way. Specially as there 
is no ground for rejecting what is found near at haud, we conclude that 
the two cannot but bo related between themselves. 

Then again, the Purchase, which is admitted to be the principal 
action in question, has its substance and its piopcrfcy fully cognised ; 
and as .such not standing in need of any property, not mentioned in the 
sentence itself, it directly serve.s to restrict the Property to tlic Substarico 
(and vice versa). That is to say, any uii mentioned substance, that 
would be brought forward by the apparent inconsistency of tlio men- 
tioned Property, is, as a matter of fact, not found to be sought after by tJie 
Purchase, which has its necessaiy substance distinctly mentioned in the 
shape of the one-year-old animal ; similarly any unmentioned Property, 
that would be brought forward by the (mc-year-oUi animal, is not wanted 
by the Purchase, which has its necessary property distinctly laid down 
in the shape of Redness. 

If the Purchase Iiad its Substance and Property not detinitely men- 
tioned, then, ill that case, it could admit of extraneous factors. If, how- 
ever, the action of Purchase were foixribly connected with such Substances 
and Properties as it does not stand in need of, tlien it would not be per- 
formed in the way that it is enjoint'd ; as it is enjoined as qiialihed by 
the detinite Substance of the one-year-old ifnimal and the definite property 
of Redness. Secondly, it would involve an uiiwairanted repetition of the 
Principal Action. And lastly, if the various sulisfances, etc*., worn taken 
as optional altcriritives, the particular Injunction of the <[uali(ied action 
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would be contracted. And farther, because the Purchase is the principal 
action, therefore it precludes the implication of other extraneous sub- 
stances and Properties by the mentioned Substance and Property. Any 
such irregularity would be rejected by the actiou, even if it were a sub-, 
ordinate action; just as even though the Pupil is subordinate to Hie 
Tutor, yet if it becomes necessary for the former to eat out of a vessel of 
t.lfo Kctiisya metal, it behoves the latter also to eat of the same, when the 
Pupil has (as i- vrata) to eat of what is left by his Tutor. And it is all 
the more vso, when the Action is the priiKupal one. 

Nor, in the case in <iuestion, do we find anything incompatible or 
iiiooiigruous, in the absence of an assumption of something not mentioned 
in tlio sentence ; because all that is necessary is supplied by the men- 
tioned Substance and Property as related to eacli other; and in tliis wny 
also becomes established tlie fact of the two being coextensive. 

Nor is there any contradiction of Direct Assertion, in this case, — as 
will he shown by the Bli(i><hya later on, in the sentence — «</. at t^nitir 
Gahtjartho neti 

For instance, tlic lelationship that we seek to establish is one 
that is r('(] aired by the Purchase \ and in this even the much weaker 
Jin [)li cations of words are found to be be <|uito compatible and not 
coniradicted— to say nothing of the fully authoritative Direct Assertion. 
Tliat is to say, when the Purchase takes up the Substance, it seeks 
after the Property that would specify that Substance ; and when it takes 
the Property, it seeks for tlie Substance that would be the substrate of 
that Property. Thus then, inasmuch as the two are found to he 
(piite compatible with one another, through the action of Purchase^ tliey 
become lelated to each other by the relationship of mutual subserviency. 

Some people hold that, iiia.smiicli as the Property serves to specity 
tlio Sub.stance, it is subservient to this latter. Put to them we reply that 
the Substance also bei?omcs sub.servient to the Property, inasmuch as on ac- 
count of its incapability of otherwise aiding in the accomplishment of the 
Purchase, it becomes the substrate of that Property. Hence it must bo ad- 
mitted that both of them are subservient hj the Purchase; and that between 
them tliere is always present a mutual help; couse(iuontly they must 
be I'egarfled as subservient to each other. 

One who hukls that the Pi-operty of Redness portaims to the whole 
context, should explain by what that Property is enjoined. He docs 
not admit the fact of its bearing any relationship to the Injunction of 
Purchase. Then as for the llecapitulatory Injunctive sentence, that 
could not but neglect the Property, which, not being an action, could 
not bo taken up by that sentonco. The word 'aninuyd' itself has iiu 
Mnjuiictive potency. Though the characier of the agent Kdraka present 
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in the words (Uijayd points to distinct substances, yet such 

words cannot servo as Injunctions. Then as for the* Injunctions of 
actions 'krinati' in hrinati' Mppeariny in eouriecfcion with 

these other .substances, these also having hecomo spent up (in the 
injunction of the three factors of the are no longei’ capable of 

enjoining any tiling else, even thoiigli they are duly comprehended. Noi* 
can they ever operate towards the properties of substances. And hence 
tlie property in question cuniiot in any way pertain to the whole 
context. 

Tile opponent, taking his stand upon the law that ‘ those tliat serve 
the .same purjiose are to be taken as optional alternatives ’ {Siitra XIT — 
iii — 10), and not perceiving the dilforcnco in the intermediate purposes 
.sei’vcd, conies forward with ilio ohjoction : “ If they .serve the same 
jiurpose why cannot they be taken as optional alternatives Y ” 

The offers two replies to this : (1) This assertion of yours 

does nut establi.sh the fact of tlic Pioperiy perlaining to the whole 
context, which is the theory that is opjiosed to ours ; nor docs it .serve 
to preclude the relationship of that JVoperfcy with Pni’chasc: and hence 
iiuvsTiiuch you have shifted your ground, to the denial of facts not 
connected with the question in hand, you have (aeitly accepted defeat 
on the main point at issue. (2) Another reply is that tliayc is aclualln 
no possihilily of their heimj optional alteniatires; hecame they have 
(Ustiuct functions — that is to say, they differ in the intermediate operations. 

The opponent however takes this latter sentence to be an admission 
of a ditforcnce in the Pi incipal Function .soiwed I»y them ; and lienee 
cuLiics forward with the following: “(1) You have just declared that 
*' thdj serve only one function; and (2) then fchat you say iwo.) a bo 
“ contradicts a previous declaration of yourSf that the Property, beiny 
“ incorporeal^ can have no f unction. 

It might bo argued that this latter declaration has been made by 
“ tlie Vurvapakshi, and as such it is not ])ro|>er to taunt the Siddhdnti 
“ with its contradiction. 

But then tlie question to be dealt with is always expounded from 
“ a common standjioiiit, — and it was in course of the expounding of tlic 
“question that tlie incorporeality (and the consequent inojierativeness) 
“ of the Property was declared ; and the contradiction of this would certainly 
“ vitiate ihe Siddhdnla also. Or, again, tbe Purvapakshi has urged 
“ the fact of the said iucoi'poreality as a ri^asou ; and a reason is always 
“one that i.s acce[) table to both pai-tics ; consequently if it was not accept- 
“ablc to tlie Siddhanti he .slmuld have taken exception to it on that 
“occasion; and u> he did not do this, he tacitly accepted it as true ; and 
“as such, if, on the previont occasion, he coolly declares the fact of both 
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' (the Properly and the Siibslanre) serving llie .same purpose, and (Iiifreby 
‘\speaks of the Property as operative, lie certainly becoineH open to tlie 
“charge of selt-coiitvadictioii.” 

Bephj’ There is wo sdf-conhvfhction ; nor /v there any possihiHfif of the 
tiro being takm os optional alternatives \ boennse there is a dilTorence in 
I heir iijtermediato operations, due to tlie ditVeionee in their capabilities. 
That is to say, Jhe Siibstanco aids tlio action directly, while the Ih'operly 
merely serves the purpose of specifying that Snlistancc. 

From the above, the opponent jnmp.s to tlie conclusion that the 
Property is subservient to tbc Substance, in accordance with the law 
' taditartif taclai'thani\ — and bonce urges-- •Tlnm the Property does not 
help in the acconi[)lislnnent of tlio Action.” 

The reply is that it is not ; that is to say. what wo moan is that 
the Substances is the cbanncl tliroiigli which the Pi‘0[)0!‘<y helps the 
Action. 

Thins fheiT the two anomalies — of ' sclf-contradiclion,’ and ‘optional 
rdiernatives ’ — having been set aside, the oppommt llnds hirnsell’ unable 
to [lerceive anything in the nature of the oiic-year-old animal, whereby 
it could servo as the said channel ; and consequently having coiicindcd the 
said ix>lati(,)n.sbip to lie iiointcd out ))y syntactical connect ion alone, brings 
forward the objection that in that case the one-year-old animal would 
liavc tlio double eharacter (of the Subject and the Predicate, ns urged 
bcfoi'c). This (>bjc(d ion is expressed in the sentence ‘ crawhu Ai!- (Vc.’ 

In reply to this, the Bhnshya says — na brnmo vayani — the 
sense of wliicli is that the relationship of the Property to the one-year-ohl 
animal is duo to the natural capacity of things, 

Tlien the opponent proceeds to deny the Ilostricteil Kelationsliip : 
‘•Tims too tlierii would bo a syntactical split ; that is to say, even tliongli 
“there may be a I'clationship with Purchase, yet as thei*e would lie a 
“distinct action with each agent or karaka^ there Avould certainly be a 
“.syntactical split due to this dilference among tlic actions. Such a split 
“i.s met wn'th hotli in Vedic sentences, and in those of ordinary parlance ; 
“ for instance, (1) * i/asya pita pitamahah somam na pibet ^Vr.,’ and (2) 
BnmdaltMA^a-jhailatta-Vish hhoj yantnm^ ; in the latter sentence 

“ the feeding pertains to every one of the three person.^, and in the 
“ former the non- soma-drinking of the Father, and also that of the 
‘ Grandfather, are spoken of as a reason for the performance of the 
Vriityapa^nydga \ and this w Aiild he possible only if each of llieni 
“ (Father (to.) were taken separately ; and thus the rolation.'^liip of eardi 
“of these with "na^ihUy as also W'ith tlio VrSttyaparnyUga/^^ taken 
, “ di.stinctly ; and hence both of these are instances in point.” 

' The reply to this is that this does not affect our main po.sition ; and 
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liencc it; is as iirelcvant as tlio Uioor}' that tlio two are to l>o taken as 
optional alteriial i ves. 

The opponent again urges : ‘‘ It Istruo that what we have urt/ed does not 

‘‘ contaminate your 'position; hut in this manner the Purchase could he effected 
“ even hy an one-year-old animal that is not red, as also by a red animal 
“ that is not one-year old,** 

'i'he reply to this is that when the aetion of Purchas(* ’s the principal 
factor, the sentence has its cud in the aggregating of all the various 
(jualiiications mentioned in the sentence (i.e. all of them pertain to the 
same action of Pnrehaso) : just- as in tlie case of the sentences ^ (Vrr/Y/o// 
{‘utani dandyantdm * ^ ahhishntya hutra hhaksUayanli' (wliere, in the 
former sentonco, the fine of a hundred pieces of gold pertains to all the 
Gargas collectively; and in tlie latter the is done after both the 

other actions have been performed). 

Objection: “Inasmuch as the Fine serves to ])urify tlio person 
“ lined, it must be repeated with reference to each person in the Garga com- 
“ miinity, just as the foc'ding ])ertaiii.sto each, of the persons montioued.’' 

Reply: This does not touch oiir positiivn ; boeanse it is only in the 
case of ('orporeal punishment that it pertains to oacli individnal ; Avhoreas 
the punishment of a line of gold-pieces applies to the whole community ; 
because the senteiic(5 in question lays down the fine as a source of income 
to the King, qualiiiod by Ihc number ‘ Imndred/ as nceiveil iVom the 
criminal, cm account of a certain ciume committed. 

That is to say, just as the sacrilicial gift given to the Priests is in ex- 
eliange of the services rendered by them in the performance of the sacri- 
fice; so is t he fine a conditional income provided for the King, in (.'xchange 
of the prote(.*tion ; and as distinct fines are laid down for distinct crimes, 
the numher Mmndred ’ forming the Th’odicate of the sentence, we can- 
not but attach due significance to the singular number in ‘ {;atam ' ; and as 
for the crime committed by ‘ Gargab/ whether it be committed, by an indi- 
vidual Garga, or by the whole community, it becomes an occasion of the 
income of a hundred pieces of gold to the King ; tiiid at that time the crimi- 
nals appearing in the position of the source from which the im;ome pro- 
ceeds, the sentence comes to mean that the King should receix^e a hiiudrod 
pieces of gold from tlie whole Garga community; and tlien if he were to 
receive a hundred from each individual, the crime having been fully ex- 
piated by the payment of a single liiiiidred, the acceptance of the other 
hundreds would be an unwarranted forcibWMaking away of the belongings 
of Brahmanas; and the number also avouUI far exceed the enjoined ‘one 
hundred.* 

Consequently the sentence iniist l)e taken a.s ending in the whole 
aggregate. 
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Thouf^'h (Usfciiict reasons have been given, yet the opponent brings 
I'orwavd anoiher donl>t, arous(‘d by the atoresaid inslaiioes: ^‘77n,;v? beiuif 
t'd'o inskmces^ how /> it ascertained that the Seidearo rjida /it the ag(fr(rjat'\ 
and not in each cimstilueni fart f " 

Reply: Tiro Purchase being the Principal mjtiiMi, — l>tu*iiuse of its serv- 
ing thejiarpose of acrjuiriiig ilio soma that would accomplish the sacri lice ; 
and because of tho fact of tiiat which is established being inontioncil 
for the sake of that which bas b) he accomplished, — and tho Substance and 
the Property, for opposite reasons, having the contrary ( snboi’dinatc ) 
character. — the formojr (action) comes to he taken ^dong both of tliesi^ 
latter. 

Objection : “ For r(*a.r of having to assume that wliicli is not mon- 
“tioiied, Ave Avould liave a restricted adjustment of even that J^ibstanco 
“and tliat Property wliicdi are laid down in a scj>arate sentence; and as 
‘■such, there is no special pni-pose Sfu ved by taking tlicm as forming tin* 
“ same sent once. 

Reply : Wlioi there is a syntactical split, tdicrc is no (jognitioii of t he 
Parrhase as cpialiHed by both (Redne'is and the oj)C-year old animal) ; and 
then if tho Purchase {.*r>mos to be rohitod to each of them separately, 
the Property would take up any substance at random ; and tlm Sub- 
stanc(j also would take u]> any Pro|»erty at random ; — sj>eclnlly as, at tliat 
timo^ their proxiyiity to (':ich otluM* is not capable of precluding tin* im- 
plication by them of other things. Nor, in that case, could the single 
action of Purebaso take np both the Su))stanoe and the Property; and 
then why could not tho Purchase, (pialiiied by the Pi-operty of Hedness, 
not having any particular Substanco specially deliinHl, take up any and 
every Substanco t hat would bo brought forward by tlic sa,id Projun t.y ^ 
And similarly, Avliy <;ould not Mj.c Purebaso, offccted by the ono-year-old 
animal, not take up any and every property? 

Even though the Property <*oiild only bring forward smdi other sul)- 
stancos as are spokoii of in ilic context as those to bo utili/.od in the Pur- 
chase, — yet it would pertain to all the toii substances --(J/c///, tfcc. ; ami 
thus the vagueness and iiidetinitonesH would remain there rdl the same. 
Consetpioutly for the sake of a .single specitiod Piirchaso, it is al)solut(dy 
nooessary to speak of all the three as syntactically coiiiuMded in a single 
sentence. And hence it must be admitted that there is a restriction as to 
the application of tlie Property of Pednoss. 
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ADHIKARANA (7). 

[T//C washing shonUd he do7ie to all the vessels : von-significaflcc of niimher.'\ 

Sutra (13) : It is qualified by singleness ; because singleness is 
distinctly mentioned. 

I’lie application of the various accessories has been, duly explained ; 
and now wo proceed to consider the details of the ernployinoiit of these 
accessories. 

[Jii connection Avitli the Jyotishioma^ wo have the sontence ^Da^ajmvi- 
trSna graham sammarshfi ’] ; and there arises a (|aestion as to whether the 
washing is to he of only o7w vessel, or of all the vessels mentioned in the 
context. Just as in this sentence we have a question as to the signifi- 
cance of the singulrtr number, so also in others, we have it as to that of 
the Dual and the Plural ; e.g, ‘ Yasya fumld^au JcshQyatak ’ and * Havin' 
ski ahhighdrayati? In all these cases, an action is enjoined with refer- 
ence to a particular thing; and hence there naturally arises the question as 
to whether any significance is to be attached to the Number of the word 
signifying tliis thing or not. 

At the very outset, however, the following objection is raised : “ The 
“ discussion herein started is not <]uite proper with regard to Vedic 
“sentences. Because, with the exception of the due comprehension of 
“moaning, there is no other ^ rivakshd'* (Intention of the speaker to ex- 
“ press) ; and the Vedic sentences being eternal (independent of a speaker), 
“ that which is found to be mentioned in them cannot but bo taken as 
significant (or meant to be expressive). 

“That is to say, the sentences that are composed by men, are de- 
“ pendent, for their meaning, upon the wish or the intention of the 
“speaker; and hence they are liable to mistake, capable of having been 
“ oomposed with a different import, and having its subject amenable to 
“ other means of knowledge; and lienco even though a certain meaning of 
“ such sentences may be duly comprehended, yet it may he one that is not 
“ intended by the speaker to be conveyed and lienee in such cases such 
“ meanings come to he rejected as ‘ not-intended ’ ; and this is possible in 
“ two ways : (1) The speaker himself might say ‘ this is not what I mean, 
“ by the sentence,’ or that ‘ I made a mistake, what I meant was only this 
“ &c., i%c.* (2) The subject spoken having been cognized by other means of 
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‘‘ knowledge, as being wholly different to what is described in the sentence, 
the persons hearing ( he sentence conclude, independently of the speaker, 
“that what is meant is something different, or tliat a mistake has been 
*• made. Bat in the ease of Vedic sentences, it is not possible that there 
“ should be any other meaning intended, or that there should be a mistake. 
“ Nor there a speaker, in tliis case, wdio could declare any othei raean- 
“ ing to be the^iie that was iniicnded ; because all the men in the world 
“ are only hearers of the Veda, and not speakers, as has been shown under 
*' Sutra I — i — li!9. Nor is the subject treated of in the Veda amenable to 
“ other means of knowledge, on the strenglh of which the hearers them- 
“solves could take the sentence to have some other meaning. Then, 
“again, a certain meaning being ‘intended’ or ‘ not-iuteiided ’ is 
“ imthirig more tlinn two particular ideas^ or two particular pliases of tcM 
or Mention; and hence neither of these two is possible hi the case of 
“Vedic sentences, where there is no speaker. Hence in all such cases, the 
“ acceptance or rejection is of that alone which is directly assorted or not 
“assorted [respectively]; and there is no other ground for such aoceptanco 
“or rejection. In fact, oven intheca.se of human assertions, until the 
“ moaning de.sirod to be conveyed has been ascoi taincd, by other means of 
“knowledge, to be something quite different, tlio meaning comprehended 
“ in the iir.st instance is not rejected.” 

To the above ive make the following reply : 

T. In the case in qne.stion there is no diJforence of opinion as to tlio 
rom'prehtmion (of singleness, which all of u.s admit to be comprehended) ; 
the question, however, is as to whether the sMjleness that is comprehended 
is meant to be enjoined (predicated) or not. 

There can he no doubt as t«o aitnjleness being mentioimd in the 
suntejiice in question ; nor is there any doubt as to it.s being relaiod to th<3 
Uraha (Ve.ssel). But in the case of all things, there are three ways in 
which they are spoken of by Direct A.ssertion : (1) There is an assertion 
that simply speaks of them; (2) another lays down their uses; (3) 
another enjoins them ; and it is on this latter that all performance is based, 
for instance (1), in the case of the original word and tlie aflix, they simply 
denote their respective objects ; (2) the case-affixes express its uses; and 
(3) tlie Injunctive, the Imperative and the LH endings iiavo the power of 
joining. 

At the time of the performance of Actions, the man depends solely 
upon the Injunction ; and whc«i the injunction uige.s him to a certain 
course of action, — whether that coui’.se be expressed or not expressed, 
having its use mentioned or not mentioned, — he at once takes up that 
Jl^ourse; and similarly, if the Injunction does not urge him to it, lie docs not 
ke it up, — even if it i.s distinctly exjnus.sed ami laid down as useful ; and 
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ho iM never urged to fiction either by Direct Declaration or by the mention 
of uses ; because all that these latter can do is to point out respectively 
that ‘ this exists hero’ and ‘ this belongs to that ’ ; and none of these say 
.anytliing as to the necessity or advLsability of pertbnniince. Consequently 
even if souiothing happens to be distinctly expressed, or have its uses 
uientioued, when it comes to the consideration of its Iniiiuction and actual 
performaiie.e, there always arises a (picstion as to its being actually intended 
or not, as to be enjoined or not enjoined, and as to be performed or not 
performed. 

Objection: “But this also is not ])ossible without some sort of a wish 
(on the part of some person)/’ 

]\ej>Uf : By ‘ intention we do not nieaii actual ; we take the two 
Avui'ds ‘ Intention ’ and ‘ Non-intention ’ Virakshi ’ and ‘ Aclvaksha ’ ) as in- 
directly indicating their respective elfcets in the slnvpe of Acceptance and 
llejertion. That is to say, just ns the sentence ^kCdam pipatidiatV (the 
river-bank wishes to fall down ) is pronounced only by a figurative attribut- 
ing of the }cuh^ based upon the extreimi proximity of the falling^ — so, in 
the same manner, in the case of smdj sentences as do not originate from 
any person, the acceptance and reject im (of what is laid down) are always 
known to be the olfects of wliat is known as ‘ Intention ’ and ‘ Non-inten- 
tion ’ (in tlie case ol^yrd in ary assertions) ; and it is on this Acceptance and 
Hcjeclion that the present discaission is based. 

Objection: “ How could there bo a rejcelion of that which is directly 
asserted ” ? 

Heplij : This ([uestion does not. alfoct the (|uestit)ii ; because wo have 
already said, that acceptance depends upon Injunction (and not upon more 
Assertion). And jii.st as in the ('ase of huin;in assertions, it is tlio Person 
speaking that is the iiupoller or director, oven in the raise of something 
that is directly asserted, — so in tlm case of V^alio sentences, the impel- 
ling w'ould be done by the Injunctivo potency of the word. Because in the 
Voda it is the Injunctive word that takes the place of the Director; and 
the potency of the In junctive that of the wish of tliat Director. Conse- 
quently it is admitted that that alone which is touched by the In junction 
is to bo performed, and nothing else; and hence it becomes necessary, in 
all cases, to ascertain the extent of the Injnnct-ivo operation. 

Objection: “But how is it that when certain things are cornpre- 
iiondodas equally spoken of by moans of the various part of the sentence, 
“there are only some of them that are taken up by the Injiniction, and 
“ or Jiers arc not ” ? 

R^ply: When certain tilings liave boon presented by an o.xpressive 
word, the lujiinctiv«? opei’ates towards the injunction, of one or all of 
tliom, alvvav.s in accm danco with the limii. ot its own iiecnliar potency ; and 
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consequently it could not take up all simply because we wisli it so. 

That is to sa\% if the Injunctive operated always in iiccuu'dauco with 
oMV wishes, or with that which in expressed or moutiouod as useful, by the 
words, — then we could luive the Injunction of all that is spoken of in the 
seideiicc ; as a mattor ot* fact, however, the operation of the Injunctive is 
always limited by its own potency; and as this potency is limited in its 
scope, we have the liijuiictioii of only a- few, and not all, of all that is 
ex])rossed by t!ie sentence. 

Then again, the Injunctive potency is Direct or Implied, according as it 
is based upon the Bh(lvana or upon the Jz/ez/rv-Vs ( Karakas) ; and apart 
from those two, there is no Injunctive jmtency, eitlier Direct or Implied. 
For instamie, the Bhavana is enjoined dirpctlij liy nicajvs of the Injiiuclivo 
allix ; and it is for the sake of tlie accomplishment of this Blidvand, that 
other agencies are enjoined imIirocMy. And oven if a certain thing is 
found to |)e directly cxjircssed, yet, if it is not fonml to lx; a sr.bstrjUnni of 
the Bh(ivann or of the Agemucs, i|. is not acceptcxl as (‘njoiiicd ; and as 
such it forms no part of the porforuiaiico in question. 

Thus then, Avith I'Ogard to the performance of the of the voS'-^elit 

(as laid down by the sentence * nrafuim fiammdrahfi* )i it only natural 
that there should arise the question as to whether the Single ik^ss of th' 
veiinel is also to bo brought about or not. /\iul if this smyleneufi, heiug an 
agoecy, bo ii (juabtication Of the Bh^vandy then, being taken up l)y the In- 
jiimjtion, it could not but be accepted as intended (signilicant ) ; wliile if it 
be a more (jualitication of the Substance, thoti it could iiot bo taken as In- 
tended. 

Thus tlicii, \vc conclude that the authors of tlie lihUshifu and its <;oni' 
jueiitaries have used the Avords ‘Intention’ and ‘Non-intention’ simply 
with reference to the Acceptance and Uejecllon has(;d upon the [jotoncy of 
the Injunctive, whicrii arc i.lie eifects of the sabl Intention am\ yiyn~intenl ion, 
and as such indirectly indicated hy these words; and this ronnd-abont 
method has been em];)loyed with the sole motive of speaking, in the manner 
of ordinary human assertion.s, of the Vodic sentences, which, hy themsel ves, 
transcend by far the limits of liuman conco|»tion, and ns such, conhl not he 
grasped by students of inferior intelligences, unless they were explained 
in the familiar terminology applied to ordinary assertions, 'the same may 
bo said about jiU such explanations of the Veda. 

II. There is another explanation a.ls<> of the proju-iety of the use of 
llu? Words “ Intention ” and ^on-intention.” The question raised in t he 
AdfitJuD'una is with reference to those AHmansakas and Sacritlcers, who 
seek to explain the Wala, in accordance either witli I’easonirigs or with 
traditional lore. Tliey alway.s interpret a sentence, in accordance with the 
"qiotencies of words; and lienee they seek to exjihiin those tilings that are 
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tountl amenable to tbesc potencies ; while those that are abandoned by 
those potencies, are not taken up for explanation. Consequontly by ‘ V iva- 
lishita ’ is meant * that which is intended or wished by the Mhnflnsakas tfj 
bo explained and that which, being untouched by the said potency, is not 
so intended, is spoken of as * Avivakshita^; and this intention and non-inten- 
pertains to those Teachers of the Veda who have gone before. Conse- 
quently, inasmuch as the mention of ‘ Intention ’ and * Non-intention is 
with reference to the Teachers, there is nothing ohjectionablo in the words 
being introduced in connection with the Veda, 

III. Or again, the “Intention” and “ Non-intention” spoken of might 
refer to the Intelligences ensouling the various Vedic collections, ^gveda 
and the rest (the Body in this case being one made up of words). Just as 
in the material bodies 'we liave intelligent souls, who intend certain things, 
and do not intend others, and this intention, though existing only in the 
inner soul, is yet known, exactly as if it appeared in the external world, 
by people pondering over the sentence, hy means of the potency of the 
words composing the sentence nitered hy them (so in the same manner 
could we become cognisant of tlie Intention or otherwise of the Intelli- 
gence ensouling tlie Veda). 

Then avS for the possibility of such a Bofly (as tliat attributed to the 
Vedas), we find that there are various kinds of Bodies, Imought about 
by the peculiar actions of the souls inhabiting them, — all these diverse 
kinds depending upon the modifications of Primordial Matter. For in- 
stance — (1) In this world of ours we find four kinds of Bodies, made up 
mostly of the eartli-oleinent, aided by those of watei* and the rest, these 
bodies being the Womb-born, the Fjtjtj-born, the Ground-horn^ and the Sivcat- 
horn; — (2) bodies built up of water wdth the help of the other clemeufs, 
clean and transparent, are known to exist in the regions of Vanina;— (8) 
there are many beings who waii'lei* about in the sky, with their subtile 
bodies made up of Air mixed with Earth and the rest;— (4) in the 
Heavenly Regions, thcie are bodies of Light, eftnlgent and glorious, 
wdu(di become added to by-and-by by the rays emitted from the sun ; as 
has been declared in the Veda also, at the close of the senteuces dealing 
with the NakshatrSshii : ^ j/B hi janah ptinyakrtah, JSshdinetdni jyoti 
yannakshatrmi \ — and Mann also speaks of people proceeding to Heaven 
in a body of light; — (5) the Veda also speaks of the soul inhabiting a 
body of AkS^a, wdien it declares ‘ Ijyole vdrim nityam yah khnm Brahma. 

Then again, Colour, Touch and the othtr properties that belong to the 
elements, are, eacli of them, bodies for the experiences of the soul. And 
the Veda also, which is spoken as the ^ Cabda- Brahma \ is ensouled by a 
single Great Soul ; and hence the Jfijveda tjj'c., which are spoken of sepa- 
rately, all belong to the soul, and are endowed with (jonsoious intelligence. 
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Consequently, when wc proceed to explain the meanings of the senieii- 
res of these Vedas, Avhich contain within themselves particular intentions, 
whether they are intended to be significant or not is ascertained by means 
of the potencies of the words ; and the upshot comes to be tJiat that wdjich 
is taken up by the Injunctive potency is what is ‘intended ' ; while that 
which is abandoned by it, is to be explained as ‘ not intended’ to besigniti- 
(‘r'lni. 

In this manner, it is quite possible to attj’ihnto, on tlic .slrciigih of the 
potency of the Injunctive, the said “ Intention ” and Non-intention ” to 
tire soul of the pabila-Brahma, which pervades all the Vedas; and there 
is nothing incongruous in speaking of “ Ttitontion ” and “ Non-intontion ”, 
oven ill the direct sense of these words, with reference to the Veda, whicdi 
is beginiiingless and endless. 

Thus then, the (question comes to be wliethei' tlic Veda really intended 
the szV'/Zc/icvs of the vessel, or not; and in course of the present Adhika- 
ram, our Author will come to a definite conclusion, by a coni'se of w(dl- 
connected reasoning. 

And on this we have the following 

PITRVAPAKSHA. 

“ That action which is mentioned as connected with muihmHs, and 
“ that Injunction of the substance which is also mentioned along with 
sinylemsSf should always be performed and understood (respectively) 
as pertaining to one iking only, 

“ In all cases, the Veda consisting of Injunctions and Prohibitions, 
“ whatever wc come across in tJie course of the Veda should always be 
“ taken as connected with an Injunction or a Prohibition ; and we should 
“/ilvvays try oiir v’oiy best to construe every such thing in such a manner 
“as to make it connected wdth an Injunction or a Prohibition. 

“And for doing this, there are two ways; (1) even though the 
“object in question be the qnalihcatiou of a substance, — yet, just as in the 
“(;ase of the Tnjimotion of a Bhdvanil qualified by a certain substniico, etc,, 
“ the Injunction is taken as indirectly pertaining to the (piulifyiiig siib- 
stance also, as otherwise the qualified could not be enjoined,— -so, 

“ in the same manner, in the case in question also, inasmuch as the In- 
“ junction of tlie washing qualified by the Vessel^ xvhwh is qualified by single- 
ness, could not be otherwise explained, we cannot but admit, on the 
“ strength of Apparent Inconsistency, the singleness also to be an object 
“ of Injunction ; similarly too, in a case where ive have a series of qualifi- 
“ cations, there is a cognition of the Injunction of every one of these, based 
^ upon the fact of oach of them being connected with that wdiich precedes 
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“ it- ; and it is only when the accessories are not related to one another 
“ that the Injunction of any one of thorn does not involve that of anothei*, 

‘‘ —as we have sliown above. (2 ) When, on the other hand, the Injunc- 
“tion does not extend np to the fpialificution of the substance, then, iu 
“that case, everything spoken of in the sentence would have to be adrnit- 
“ ted, on tlie strength of a single Apparent Inconsistency, t(j be the object 
“of Injunction; and hence, just as the ' Daf;npavifra* (Cloth), the 
Singlmcss't the ‘ ’ and the ‘ WuMitg' are the fjualiti cat ions of tin* 

Bhavdiin^ so would the ^aingleness of tlio Vessel' also he. 

Object io7i'. ‘It is by the Direct Denotation of the same word 
“ [graham') that the singlmes'S in fpiestion is pointed out to bo the qualiii- 
“ cation of tlie Ke.?.svd ; and as siieli it is scarcely right to reject it iii 
“favour of the view that it is a qnalificai ion of the Avhich can 

“only be pointed out b^^ nieans of Syntactical Connection.’ 

This argnmeut does not cpiito alToct our ])osition ; ( 1 ) 

“Because there is no actual dilTcreuce hetweeu the indication of tlie Word 
“and that of Syntacftical Connection, the singhmess may bo taken as qiiali- 
“ fyiiig the Blidvand^ without being totally .separated from the Vcsfiel. (2) 
“Because as tlie two treat of two wholly distinct sul>j(.‘cts, there can be no 
“ conimViciion of the one ViY the other. That is to say, if, in Vioth cases, 
“ the relaiionship wci e eitlier that of Tadarthga ( useful accessory) alone, 
“or that of that partieiilar form of the Qualifying IVdationsliip which 
“ appears in the form of the Container and the Contained, tlien the two 
“could be taken as doaliiig with the .same subject. As a matter of fact, 
“ however, we do not liiid any one of thcs(3 relations to ho present iu lioth 
“ {the F(’4f6'c/and the lilidvann) ; because to the former, the i^inghness in relai - 
“ ed by the Qualifying Relatioiifilii|) of the Confaiiier and the Contained ; while 
“to the BJidvana il. is related as its accessoiy ; constMjUonily the Syntactical 
“ Connection may he taken as implying that ‘ one should ai;(;omplish the 
“ Bhavnnti of the Washing by nieaiis of the singleness contained iu the 
“ Vessel' ; and on the other hand, if the delation .ship of the singleness Avitli 
“ the Bhdvand he that of Tadarth gay then, in tliat: ca.se, its relaiionship with 
“ tlie Vessel being one of Qualification^ would a])pear sub.sequently in accord- 
“ ance with the hnv laid down in the I'oregoing Adhikarana ; and it is this 
“that i.s pointed out by the Word (graham). ('^) When it is ascertained 
“ that the Vessel is incapable of atlording refuge <o the singleness^ then, in 
“ that case, thei’e w'oiild ho nothing to prevent this latter from going over 
“ to the Bhdvandj even though it be only (?ii the strength of a Syntactical 
“ Connection ; tlie Vessel itself impels it tow ards the Bhdvand^ wdth the 
“ view that, being related to the Bkdvandy the singleness w^mld be taken 
“ up by the Injunction, and thereby becoming limited in its scope, would 
“ qiiali/y tlio IWr/ also ; (dlierwi.se being abandoned by the Vessel^ it 
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“would bo wholly neglected by tlie Injunction, and a^i^ such, could not 
“ belong either to the Vessel or to the BliUmtid. (4) Or, even grnnting that 
“the singleness belongs to the it becomes necessary to sliow in 

“what manner it belongs to it. Thus then, it* the Vessel, alone by itself, 
“were to enter into the then, inasmuch as the singleness would 

“ be apj)earing after this entrance, it would not l)e taken np by the B/tn- 
“ra/ni-, and as such could iiot belong to this latter; and it would be 
“restricted to the form of tho Vessel only; con.sef|uently, it is only when 
“the Fe.s’A‘e?' moves along with, or is co-extonsivo with, the singleness, that 
“it attains its true character, — just as in the case of the (|ualiticaiion of 
^^Bethiess mentioned by a distinct word (as shown in tlie foregoing /Wn- 
^^karana). And tho vcfison for this is that tlie Injunction as a whole 
“always appears in a qualified form ; and as the Qualified could not serve 
“the function of qualifying until it had its own qualification duly defined, 
“ it is always along with its own qualincation tlnit the Qiialilicd Injunt^- 
“ tion enters into its function. 

“ Thus tlieri, in the case in question, the Bhiwand, taking np tho distinctly 
“ mentioned vessel as qualified hij singlemis, does not take np the qiifilHied 
“ Vessel witlionfc taking up, along with it, the qualify ing singleness also. A nd 
“ when the singleness would thus enter into the Bhdvann, it would bo ta,ken 
“up by tlie Iiijaiiction also; and then there being a mutind. restriction 
“ bofaveeii the Suljstanco and the Property, it comes to belong to the Vessel. 

“(5) Or again, the objector has based his argument upon tho 
“ superior antbority of Direct Assertion, on the strength of wliich 
“ he has declared the singleness to be related to tho Suhstance (Vessel). 
“But as a matter of fact, the (?ase is quite the contrary. Bei^anse 
“the Substance (Vessel), mentioned by the basic* noun ^ graha\ wiiuld 
“ be the nearest to tho singleness mentioned by a pjirt of the same 
“ word ; but we find that this singleness is very much more nearly related 
“to the particular Agency that is signitied by the same case-ending (the 
“Accusative) as itself, and as such it is much sooner rccogni/ed as qiiali Ty- 
ping this Agency. And ive have already shown that the Agency, 
“expressed by the case-ending, is a constituent part of the Bhdvmtd, which 
‘'is made up of various factors, appearing one after the other. And then, 
“ inasmuch as tho Agency is found to be signified by tho affix, it w^onld he 
“cognized as the principal factor; and it is a general rule that every- 
“ thing (i,e. all qualifications) appertain to the principal factor; and 
“ hence both the Singleness an^ the Vessel become Agencies, and as such 
“ are thrown into the BhUvann^ by means of the direct action of the 
“ case-ending ; and as such come to be the objects of Injunction ; and this 
‘is due to the fact of the Injunction being a qualified one; as wdll ho 
explained later on, under the Sutra IV— i — 15. 

IBS 
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“Thus thcu/jusfi as thafe which is iiicntioned as to bo done by meaiifi 
“of the Cloth is not done by aiiythinj? else, — as instead of the mentioned 
“ rvashing the threshing is not performed, — as instead of the washing of the 
“ vessel one does not perform the washing of something? else, — so, in the 
“ same maniior, that which is mentioned as to be done to a single vessel, 
“ could not be done to many. All these conclusions are dependent upon 
“ one another, in accordance with the law of the foregoing ^A>thiharnna, 

“ For these reasons, it must be admitted that the number of the 
“ wridepya also is to be taken as intended to be significant, just like that 
“of the enjoined vidheya, 

“The Bfinshya lays stress upon due sign Ificanco being atiardied to the 
“ mawAdiniiy of the object (animal) also; hut tins is only by the wa}^ and 
“ not with a view to show that the significance of iho gender also is amen- 
“able to the reasonings of the present Adhihirana ; as that would mean a 
“ mere repetition of what is dealt with under the Stilras VI — i — 6 et seq.’' 

SIDDHANTA. 

Siitra (14) : All Individuals are indicated, because the generic 
character belongs equally to all. 

It is a well-establisbed fact that whenever an action is laid down, in 
a subordinate foi-m, with reference to a number of individuals, all of which 
are indicated by the generic Glass, etc., that Action jiortaiTis to every one of 
them. 

For instance, in tlio case in question, we at once recogni/e the vessel to be 
the principal factor, — bocause it is spoken of in the Accusative case (vide 
Shtra IT — i — 10 j, and also because it is the useful factor, — and the trash- 
ing to he the subordinate factor. Then, inasmuch as the class “vessel” 
(wliich is denoted by the word \graha') is, by itself, incapable of being 
washed, it is the individual vessels that are indicated as tlie objects to be 
purified by the washing; but since tlic individual vessels are not capable 
of being denoted by tlie word ‘ graha,' we accept the class “ vessel ** as in- 
dicative of tiiem. Consequently, the meaning of the Injunctive sentence 
in question comes to be that the action to be •performed with the vessels would 
be perfect only by the prerums irashing of the vessels ; and if any vessel should 
bo left unwashed, the action performed with it would remain imperfect ; 
hence it is necessary that all the vessels should be washed. 

If, however, the vessel were laid dowi*^ as subsidiary to the washiny, — 
just as the animal is to the sacrifice, — then the ueo^essary action of ivasliing 
having been accomplished by the wa.shing of a single, .vessel, no other vessel 
would be required to be washed ; for in that case the non-washing of the 
other vessels would not cause any imoerfection in the UiCtion in question ; 
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as the requirements of the Iiijuiictiou will have been fulfilled (by fcbciraif/i- 
Imj of a single vessel). When, on the oilier hand, the ve6i>d is the princijial 
factor, inasmuch as the Injunction would apply to each of the principal 
factoi s, if a single vessel were left uupiiritied (by ivadiing), there would bo 
an infringement of the particular Injunction in connection with that. 
Even i£ there were no ilistinct Injunction for each of the vessels, and each 
of them were t^ be washed only in accordance witli the spiiit of the single 
Injunction, — tlien, too, the non-^vashiiig of a vessel would be contrary 
to that spirit. If without this rejection, one were to omit the Avashing of 
certain vessels,’, then that would be a great sin, consecjueui upon the neg- 
lect of that Avhich is enjoined. 

b\)r tlieso reasons, we must conclude that tlie word ^ graham^ indi- 
cates all the vessels ; becanso all of them are equally related to tlie generic 
class ‘ vessel,' and because all are equally connected with the context, 

Not ]jer<an‘ving any ground for taking the Singular number (in 
'graham') to be non*signiticant, the objector (in the IJhdshi/a) comes 
forward with the argument that — wo find tho Singular nmaber aduallg 
mentionmL^^ 

The I’eply to this is that all that may happen to be mentioned is not 
nece.ssarily something to be performed (or brought into action) ; be- 
cause iu tlH 3 matter of actual performance, it is necessary to find out an 
In junction, or tlietMeiition of Uses, — either directly meutioneci or indirect- 
ly implied, llecause that which is onjolned^ or has its uses mentioned, 
is accepted as to bo brought into action, even if it he not aetually ex- 
pressed in .so many Avords ; while even if .something is actually so ex- 
pressed, if it happens to be abandoned by tliem (i.c., by the Juju notion and 
the Mention of Uses), it is not taken up for pm formance. Thus then, in 
the case of a .sentem.*e, then) being many thiiigs expi’essed by the .sevtnul 
Avords and tho alllxes, etc., it becomes necessary to find out Avhicli of those 
are taken up by the Injunction and which have their uses and applications 
niouUoned. Specially as by manipulating the construction of tlie sentence 
in dilfereut ways, every one of the things may be made to a})pear as en- 
joined or immtioncd a.s useful, — it become.s necessary to lijid w]ji(di are 
actually enjoined and Avhich not. As a iriatior of fact, the expounders of 
Mihidmsa, when discussing the meanings of sentonce.s, very often throw dust 
into people's eyes, by a skilful manipulation of the syntactical constiaiction. 

Tims then, in the case in question, Avhat we have to consider is what 
is actually enjoined by the werd ^ Sammarshti^^ Avhioh has tlio form of 
the Present T'euse, but, really is iu the LBt form, which is laid down as 
having the sense of tl^o Injuncfivc. 

It is not possible for the Bhavana alone, by itself, to be enjoined ; 
bccaiLSG it is nut possible for it to be brought into action, by itself alone. 
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Then there arises the question as to whether the BhavanG, that is enjoined 
is (qualified by the denotation of the Verbal Boot, the washing, only, which 
is well known in the world as something to be performed, — or by the 
substance V essel, — or by the singleness of the 'vessel. 

As for the word ‘ Da^apavitrena, * it is etjually significant in all cases ; 
and serving the same purpose in all cases, it is not necessary to considei’ 
its various significations, as is done with the other words, r 

With reference to the word ‘ graham' and the rest, however, it becomes 
nece.ssary to consider what is actually enjoined. And in this connec- 
tion, we are faced by tlie following alternatives : — Firstly : as regards the 
“washing” and the “Vessel,” — do these qualify the BhfivaniS, alteraa- 
tively or conjointly ? or is it their relationship or their aggregation that 
qualifies it ? or is it that one of the.se two while qualifying the other, 
qufdifies the Bhavttnii also, and through that, come.s to he enjoined ? 
Secondly, as regards the “washing” and the “ Singleness,” also we have 
the same eight* fold questions to consider. Thirdly, as regards the ^'graha- 
tva^' and the “ Ekalmi ” also, we have the same questions. That is to 
say among the thieo — the * washing,’ the ' Vessel ’ and the * Singleness,’ — 
we can take any two of which one would qualify the other, and then 
proceed to consider tlie question of the relation of these with the third. 

Along with these (piestions, there arises the further question, as to 
whether these (the Vessel, the Singleness and the Bhavara) form the Oh]eet 
of Injunction (i.e. Predicate) or of mere Assertion (i,e. the Subject), with 
reference to the “ wa.shiiig”; and that too wliotlicr singly or conjointly. 

When the Action is the principal factor, then, there is a conjunction 
of the Substance and tho Number; and hence all the requirements are ful- 
filled by a .single performance of that Action. Wlicii, on the other hand, 
the Action is laid down as with reference to the Vessel and Singleness (and 
thereby become.s tlie subordinate factor), tlien, in that case, tlie Action 
and tho Injunctive .sentence, are taken a.s complete in each of the Ves,solB. 

But lierc also, we are faced by the following questions : Is the 
leashing enjoined for the Vessel only, or for the Singleness only, or for 
both of them alternately, or for both con jointly, or for their relationship 
and aggi'cgatiou, or for the Vessel as qualified by the Singleness, or for 
the Number (one) as qualified by the Vessels^ Or, with reference to the 
action of washing, is it tlie Vessel that is enjoined, or the Singleness, or 
both alternately, or both conjointly, or the relationship and the aggre- 
gation of these, or the Vessd as qnalifieft by Singleness, or the Number 
as qualified by the Vessel 

A manipulation of the coustructiou of the sentence in question having 
given rise to so many doubts and questions, the opponent is led to believe 
that, inasmuch as the number forms tlie prGHlicato of the scidence, it is 
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this that is enjoined ; and hence he takes pains to bring forward all the 
reasons that he finds capable of favouring tl»e view tliat tlie Number is 
predicated in regard to the Vessel, and is enjoined with reference to the 
icashiug; and he concludes that just as Time and Place, though really the 
subjects, are often taken as objects of Injunction, through the Action, — so, 
also would the ‘ Vessel ’ and the ‘ Singleness ' be. 

On the otker hand, all the syntactical constructions that he would 
attribute to the sentence, with a view to make tlit3 singleness an object of 
Injunction, will he rejected by the 8iddh(lnti as involving ii syntactical 
split. 

As a matter of fact, also, the Vessel can never he the pretlicaio of tlie 
sentence in (question; and it becomes all the more impossible for the 
'singleness' to be so; because it is subservient to the Vessel. Thus then, 
the sontence being taken as enjoining the icashing for the Vessel, its 
[njuiictivo potency is wholly spent upon that, and as such, it could not 
enjoin the singleness. Nor could the sentence he taken as enjoining 
nngleness for the Vessel, because there is no rc])t*tition of the injunctive 
word and the word ‘ Graham ’ ; as it would be necessaiy, in that case, to have 
two Injunctive words and two ‘ f/rctAa.?.’ And in ease the relationship of 

the Vessel and Singleness were positively enjoined, — if it were found 
desirable to have an Injunction of something over and above the connec- 
tion of tlio Vessel^md the washing,— then, also, it would he necessary, for 
the sake of the accomplishment of the two relationships (ol: the Vessel) 
toliavoa repetition of the word ^graham'; and in tliis case also, the Injunc- 
tive word would have to be repeated; as a single) Injunctive cannot enjoin 
two relationships. 

For, if the Injunctive affix were to enjoin two relationships, either 
simultaneously, or one after the other, how could it do so, unless it were 
pronounced twice? so also if the ‘ Vessel' wore to attain tlie relationship 
of the Singleness and the washing, it could not do so witliout its being 
repeated twice. Then again, the fir.st utterance of the Injunctive having 
its potency wholly spent up in tlie eiijoiiiiug of the washing for the Vessel, 
it would bo absolutely necessary to utter it over again, for the enjoining 
of the Singleness of that Vessel. And this second utterance could not hut 
be something wholly outside tlie Vedic Text; and tliiis originating from 
a human speaker, it could not have any authoritative character. 

Thus then, how'cver much wo may rack our brains over the various 
constmction.s of the sentence in* question, we camiot find any proper way 
whereby we could have an injunction of Singleness ; and as such this latter 
^ cannot he taken as .*«mething to be brought into action. If in any w^ay 
i've could have an Injunction of this Singleness, it would be like the Vessel, 

j and l*o\v could anyone neglect it, during the performance r 
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But this would be possible, only if the Action were the principal 
factor. As in that case, on the strength of the fact ol‘ the Injunction being 
that of the (pialitied Vessel^ wo could have an indirectly implied In junc- 
tion of the qualifying ^Singleness also. Consequently, if the opponent can 
establish the fact of the Action being the principal factor, then, througli 
that, he could establish the fact of all things mentioned in the sentence 
being intended to be duly significant. , 

For tliese reasons, wo conclude that the more fact of something being 
mentioned in a sentence is not sutlicient reason foi* taking it as enjoiued\^ 
and hence the rjualitication in question — ‘ Singleness — is not similar in 
character to such other qiialilications as ‘ white’ and the like. 

Further, we ask ; — Would this ‘ singleness ^ be a qualification of the 
Substance {Vessel)' or of the Action {‘washing), on account ol which fact 
it could be absorbed by the V'esscl, the a) id the Bhavanii? 

First of all, we proceed to show that it could not be a qualification oi 
tlie Substancii, As a matter of fact, it could be its (jiialitication, lu'thor as 
forming au integral part of the Substance, or as sciving to preclude, Irom 
it, all other Nnmhers. The former is ipiite compatible with tluj (iici of the 
washing being performed with regard to all the Vessds\ for ii; ouo washes 
many vessels, he certainly washes one; and in that case, iha 'washing of tdl 
the Vessels being known, by reason of the generic character of the “ Vc.ssel ” 
belonging to all of them, as to be performed, — and not living louiid to bo 
prohibited by (i.e, incompatible with) the singular number (in 
^ graham ^), — wliat reason can one have for leaving oil’ the imishing of the 
second and the following Vessels ':^ 

The following argument might here be brought forward by the oppo- 
nent: “The basic noun ' graha' itself being suilicient to denote the fact 
**of one and all of tlic vessels being washed^ the atlixed singulaj- ending 
“could not be taken as a subsidiary Arthaoada ; and as such it would be 
“ taken as serving the purposes of 'preclusion ( of the wr.shing of more than 
“ one Vessel).” 

Iieply : It is not so; ibis only in a ca.se where a general proposition 
having been laid down, it is repeated again >vith a certaiti S|>ecificat.ion, 
that we admit of Preclusion; in the case in question, however, wo do not 
lind any repetition; because a repetition would be possible only if there 
were many sentences; while what you have aM.serted is that the same 
sentence serves both to enjoin and to preclude ; and certainly that is ex- 
tremely incongruous. In fact, what you duive asserted is thnt the two 
opposite functions are served, jiot by the same sentence^ but by the same 
ICO rd (* graham ') ; and this certainly shows an insiglit transcending all 
possibilities! That, is to say, you have declared that tlie basic noun in that 
word enjoins the connection of tlie washing of all Vesseds, and the casc-eml- 
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iiijT ill it precludes tl»at coiinectioii ; this is what passes our understand- 
ing! Then again, just as when a sentence is found to serve the pnr[msos of 
enjoining and prclndmg, it is construed in two ditVerent ways,— so Avoiild 
the word also have to be construed iii two diiTcrent ways ! Tt is really 
strange how you can make snoli a soll'-contiadictory assert ion that at one 
raid the same time, the same word serves to m)oin as well as to 'pnxlixlo. 

Then agaiij, Preclusion (Parisanhhya) is possible oidy when tliei’o is a 
likelihood of th.o universal applica»ion of a certain tiling being counte- 
nanced by’' an assumed text, wdiilo its particular application is diiTctly men- 
tioned in a vedic text; l)(?causo in such a case the Pivdusivo Injunction is 
free iVoni nil objections. Specially in this ease, as the text supporting the 
universality has gob to be assumed, while that supporting the particular 
application is already existent,— the Preclusion is accepted in view of the 
desiiable result that it is found to accomplish. 

In the case in question, how^cver, ymiir Jh*ocIiisi\ e injunction serves to 
reject < ho cognition of tJie as applying to all Vesseds,-— this cogni- 

tion being brought about by the basic noun wdih^li^ forms part of tho Sfime 
sentemai and word as tho case-ending, which, though dcqionding for its 
ovistence on tliafc basic noun, is yet held to bring about the said Preclusion ! 
And sncli a prcclusivt^ Injnnetiou is open to all tho throe faults (that of 
rejecting tiie enjoined, i-ononncing of its own meaning, and acco])tanco of 
ar.oihcr meaning)^ 

On tlio occasion of showing a (jase of faultless Preclusive injunction, 
t]i(! .Bhdslitfa has dcchii cd, (in connection with tlie sentence ^ 
gThlrnan,,,ligarmibhidhnnima that ilie dosirnblo interpretation is 

lliat the hitter elause of the aontence Uya^vahhidJidalmadaUe' ) enjoins 
the ‘ Horse’s reins and not the ‘ Holding’ ; and tho reason that he gives 
is that the 'inantra in qimstion .(‘ ’) is already known (from 
tiio wfuxls of tlie mantra itself) as to be employed in Holding^ (and tho 
only thing that remains doubtful is the object to bo and this is 

mentioned in tlie latter clause). 

Bat this is scarcely right ; because, as a matter of fact, the Injunction 
is quite possible from tho verb ^ ddatte^ \ while as for the connection 
between the Holding and the ‘ Horse’s reins there is no Tn junction ; 
hecaiTso the word ‘ agrhhmn' in the wawim is capable of indicating tlieiVfoi- 
Ini to be as applicable to tho ‘ Horse’s reins ’ as to tho * Ass’s reins’ ; because 
of the word 'ra<;nnd' (string, which is equally applicable to the reins of 
both). Nor is the ‘horsj^’.s rein’ any further remote from the * mganU' 
than the ‘ass’s reins’^; because tho word ^ being equally appli- 

ca\»le to both, both would be expressed and cognized at one and the same 
time. Then^ again, in any Injunctive sentence, there is always a difference 



1008 


TA>TRA.-S'AaTIKA. Ill — PAPA I—ADflL (7). 

between Direct Assertion and Implication by Syntactical Connection ; be- 
cause there is a distinct difference in the degree of the relationship of that 
which is expressed by the verbal root, and tluifc of that which is expressed 
by a noun. That is to say, the noun can have no connection in the sentence 
unless there are three words (e.g. Utgvabhidhanim' and 

while, that of the verbal root is accomplished by means of two words only 
itt * and ‘ MattB ’). Then again, the In junctive affix in question also does 
not so well and quickly lay down tlie application of the Mantra to the de- 
notation of the noun a<^vdbhidhml\ the Horse’s reins) — vvliich is not 
mentioned by the same word as that in which the affix appears, — as it does 
that to the denotation of the verbal root (the Holding) wh icli appears in the 
same word (‘ ') ; and tiie Mant ra also becomes connected with the Ueinfi 

more quickly by means of the Direct Assertion (in ^ ityaf^cdbhidhanlmd- 
datte ’), than it could do by that of the indicative power of the word 
‘ agrhhnan ' in the Mantra. Nor does the Mantra stand in need of any other 
ground for being applicable to the Horse’s Reins ; because the generic word 
‘ ra^and * (in tlie mantra) serves to point out that application just as well as 
any specification of it. Then again, in all cases, it is necessary to have 
recourse to indirect Indication, at least for the indication of the fact of tlie 
Heins, etc.., leading to certain Apurvas ; and hence inasmuch as tlio mention 
of the ‘Horse’s Reins’ would be got at by the Indication (of the word 
‘ ra^and ’), auofchei’ direct Injunction of tho same (in the,.8entence ‘ itya<;v8, 
etc,') would be wholly useless. As the word ‘ Horse’s- Reins ’ vvould take 
exactly the same time iu indicating (its In j unction), as the word ‘ ragana ’ 
would in indicating the H(y7\ses Beins, 

For these reason.**, we cannot take the clause ‘ ityddatth ’ as merely 
referring to the application of the Mantra which is pointed out by its own 
words; nor can we take the latter sentence to be injunctive of the Horse's 
Heins ; as what the sentence does i.s to enjoin the Bhdvand which is 
simultaneously qualified by all the three — the Horse's Beins, the Mantra 
and the Holding denoted by the verbal root. 

Then again, in no way does the form of the Mantra itseH point to its 
connection with the Holding ; because the Mantra does not enjoin any such 
connection, without bringing about the assumption of a vedic text to the 
effect ; but long before the form and the context of the Mantra bring about 
the assumption of the necessary vedic text, the required Injunction (of the 
connection of the Mantra) is accomplished by means of tho already exist- 
ing text ityai^vd, etc.'). ^ 

Consequently, the latter sentence must be taken as enjoining the 
connection of the Mantra, which has not been laid down before. It is 
spoken of as a ‘ Preclusive Injunction * simply because it is found to lead 
to the separation of the Mantra from the Holding of the Ass^s Bei^ns, — and 
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not because of a repetition of the specification. When we proceed to soek 
ft>r the special purpose served by this Injunction, we find that it does not 
serve any other purpose than the preclusion of the Mmtni from the 
Rein^'* But this prcjolusion of something else does not form th«j meaning 
of the sentence, like a specialization; becnise the preclusion of tlie Ass is 
accomjdished by the very fact of it't not h iving any connection witli the 
Manfru; aud iji is only that which is likely to e one in that is prcidmled by 
means of a sentence. Specially as we find that the MatUra I'an not pertain 
to the Reins of tho Ass until it has brought nboiit the assumption of a 
vedic text to that effect ; and hence it cannot be Indd that tho Repel itiim, 
ill the latter sentouce, of the ‘ llorse’.s Reins \ is to be taken as precluding 
that Mantra from being applied to tlie Reins of the Ass ; because tho men- 
tion of the “ Horse’s R ‘ins ” could be called a “ Repetition ’’ only if it had 
been liid down before bv the quicker action of anotlioi* text ; and the pre- 
vious mention of tho Reins of th^ ds*? ” cannot make the suhseipiont 
moution of the ITnrses Reins” a repetition. B manse the ap[)licatioa of 
the Mantra is found to havo been p-eviously laid down by rho quicker 
operation of tho Direct mention of tiio “ llorso ” ; ami thin tho Vcila, as 
well as the subject in question, having all its reqniremonts fnliillo I, tlioro 
can bo no assumptiou of another tiixb, on the solo authority either of tho 
indicative power (of the words of the Mantra) or of the Context. And 
wln.il no such text* is assumed, there is no application of the Manlra to the 
Reins of tho It is on this that we have the well-known proverb - 

‘ How can the Ass overtake that which has been taken avv.iy by tiio 
Hor.se ? ’ 

Wq can, however, enquire from the Diroiit Assei tion (of the Horse) 
what special purpose it servo.s; and on this p nnt, we could address linr in 
the following manner: ‘Ts it by sheer force that you have obst«-acted the 
assumption of tho indicated text ? When the Mantra could b ^ applied to tho 
Horse’s Reins, oven by means of the assume I text, why should you have 
been in a hurry to enjoin it? It i.s quite true that no texts could be 
assumed for that vvliich you enjoin; but what do 3^)11 gain by obstructing 
that assumption ? ’ 

(Aud wo have the following reply:) If tho a.ssumed text conhl lay 
down the applicability of the Mcmtra to tlie Ilarse's' Reins only, in the same 
manner as is done by tho Direct Injunction, — then alone could this 1 itt( 3 r 
houseless. As a matter of fact, however, tht) text as.sumed on the strength 
<»i‘ the words of the Mantra wonhl indicate the iipplio ibility of tho Mantra 
to tho Reins of the Horse, as also to that of the As.s ; and hence it is for tho 
purpose of averting jthis dual application that the Direct Injunction 
hastens to mention the “ Horse's Reins*' And we have this latter Injunc- 
tion, because the assumed text could not point out the application of the 

127 
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Mantra to the Reins of the Horse onlif, as is done by the Direct Injanction. 
Thus then, not being a mera repetition, this Injunction comes to l)e recog- 
nized as serving a useful purpose ; and innsmuch as all requirements are 
fulfilled by it, the Mantra Ciinnot bring about the assumption of any other 
text. 

If the Injunction in question had only repeated the fact of the pre- 
viously mentioned appUeabiVny of the Mantra, — then, inii\\at case, the 
Preclusion would be open lo all the three objections. When, however, the 
text being restricted, tlie'G is nothing to lay down the common applica- 
bility (of »ho J/ioi/r i to the Reins of the Horse, as also to that of iho Ass), 
then the Prechis’on is totally free from the three objections. This is 
what we have nlrendy explained under thn Stifra I — ii —42 ; and it is only 
ill I he way explained there ih.it the Preclusion can be shown to be free 
fiom all ubjeclions. 

For the-^e r asons, wo comdnde that we should not attach any 
importance to the expression in question that the Author of the BhUahya 
has inadvertently used. 

Nor is it possible for the sentence in question to be an Injunction of 
the connectitin of ‘ singleness’; because its injunctive pntency is wholly 
taken np by the injunction of iho connection between the ‘ washing* and 
the ‘ Vessel.* Just a.s in the case of the sentence (‘ Profe3ct this food from 
animals— the dog, and the cit*), which enjoins the protecting of the food, 
even though the particular animals ‘doif * and ‘cat* are mentioned, yet 
they are not acce|»ted as in any Avay restricting the Injunction ; — and 
the rea'jon for this is that in this .sentence the ‘dog* and the ‘cat* 
are not mentioned as the objects to bo protected (i.e. objects of the 
eiijoin«-d protection) from the eating of the. food ; and consequently (inas- 
much as the protection of tbe fond is what is enjoined), the man directed 
protects it from other animals also — such a.s the crow and the like— 'which 
too are as much spoilers of the food as the dog and the cat. In this 
connection we have the following saying : ‘Even a child, when told to 
protect the food from crows, does not omit to protect it from the dog and 
other animals, because he knows that the chief factor in the direction was 
the protection' 

Though the above example of the ‘ protection of the food ’ has been 
cited by the Bhashya^ yet it does not quite fit in with the case in question. 
Because in the sentence cited what is not intended to be significant is the 
‘ crow,* which is a definite object expressed by a word in tbe sentence ; 
whereas in tho case in question, what is held to bo non*significant is only 
the number (singleness) of the vessel (atjd this number is expressed by the 
case-ending) ; and that makes a great difference between the two 
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sentences. This sentence would be fitly cited in connection with the 
next Adhikaranut where it is considered if the ‘washing’ is applicable 
to the Ladle^ etc., also, just like the imuhing of the altar. As for an 
example like the one cited, there is one in the Veda itself, in connection 
wiih the ‘Animal * sacrifice, where wo read ‘ YmU calnravatli yajnmnnah 
j}ancl!ivaitaiva vapil kSnja,' where the object of the Injunction is that ‘ that 
which is cut into pieces is to be five in numhor,* and hence the mention 
of the 'vapd ’ is not intended to bo significant ; as otherwise there would 
ho a syntactical split. All this we shall explain under Adli. X ; and 
it would have been fitting to cite, in tliat eonnoction, the sentence that 
the BhAshija has cited here. In the case in question, on the other hand, 
it should have cited some such sentence of ordinary parlance, in which the 
Kimbtr alone is intended to be non-significant ; for instance, the sentence 
^ Vfshalaih na pravB.<hfavyam' where the Plursil in ^Vr-ihalaiV is not 
iiiten'led to bo signific^ant, because the sentence i^* taken ns prohibitive of 
the entry of tbe vvihaity singly, as well as collectively in largo numbers. 

Ohjeciion : “The word ^ samnif^rshti* might bo taken as enjoining the 
‘connection of the Yes^el and the Singleness.** 

Reply: This could not bo; as that wouhl bo contradictory to what 
is directly mentioned (by means of the same woul). Specially as a 
single Injunctive word is not capable of laying down the BkfHana of the 
icnsh -ny^ as well an the connection of the Vesi^el and the Hlnyleness; and tbris 
there being a contradiction! between tliese two objoct.s of the Injunction, 
it is tbe former that is accepted as its object, on the strength of its proxi- 
mity to the Injunctive affix being clo.sest; and hence there being no other 
Irjj unction, there can be no GOmprohen'<iou of Sinyleneas, 

It has been argued above that in the case of a qualified In junction, 
the qualification of the qualification also forms an nbje»tt »>f Injunction. 

But that is not possible; bccsiuse if the Vt'ssel itself docs n«ih pros'nt 
the Singleness to the Action., which is qinlifieil by the Ves<el puiely by 
itself, — I hen the Action cannot be said to be qualified by the qualified 
(vessel). 

Tliat is to Ray, if the vessel throws itself as qualified by sinylenesfi^ 
into the Bhnvanif, then, in that case, it would be necessary to throw in 
tlio qualifying singleness beforehand ; as otherwise the Bk/lvuna could imt 
bc quMli Tied by that qimlification ; and in this case, tbe Bhiivann also, takiiig 
ui the Vessel as qualified by Singleness, could not take in Oie Vessel tlius quali- 
fied, unless it took in al.so the qualifying Sinylene^s. For iristanc**, as the 
word denotes a substancq as qualified hy a certain or class, it dnes 

not apply to the substjj,M<re, until it has denoted tlie qualifying Class ; and 
hence in that case it would be absolutely necessury to accept the sinyleness' 
to bo a qualification of the BhUvanH, As a matter of fact, this also we shall 
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refute below. And in a case where a substance itself is the qualification 
of the Bhdoann)^ as in the case in question, the Bhdvand too is connecte»! 
with tlie Vessel only, and not with its Number ; and the Ntimher also is 
related to the Vessel only, and not to the Bhnvand. And thus the qualilien 
Injunction, having its end in the pointing out of the cjualification of thf 
Bkavann^ docs not imply anything else *, specially as Singleness does noi 
nt'ccssarily qualify tlie Vessel^ at the time that it is actively qualifying 
the Bhdihmd; because the Bhdvand does not take up the Vessel as qualified 
by Sinyleness ; as it does not notice tlie Number^ which is liidden undei 
the I'orm of the vessel itself. Nor can the Sinylent'ss he taken as qualify^ 
ing the Vesael qtialljled by the Bhdvand ; becatisu t hat would be tantamourit 
to taking it as qualifying the Bhdvand itself (which we shall ivfute 
below). As a matter of fact too, the Bhdvana cannot qualify the qualified 
Vessel, Consequently there can be no implication (by tlie Injunctionj of 
a qualifiejition of the substance (Vessel) : because no such qualification is 
wanted hy the principal Injunction in qui stion. 

Then again, if it be insisted upon that there is an Injunction of the 
qualification, sncli injunction could not bo possible without a repetition of 
the Injunctive affix; and that would involve a syntactical split. Even if 
wo admit of this split, at the time of the actual washiny^ no attention 
could be paid to tlni Singleness; as wliat the Jnjum tion lays down is the 
connection of the Singleness with the Vessel iudepeiulently by itself; 
specially as it is not possible for an action, that is still in the position ol 
being enjoined, to qualify a substance related to a fjiialification, — as we 
have already explained in the foi ingoing Adhikarnm. 

For these reasons, the ‘ Singleness ' cannot be comprehended as u 
qualification of the substance (‘Vessel '). 

Jf it be ui'ged that the ‘Singleness’ is laid down as qualifying the 
Bhdvnnd of the ‘ washing,' — then, we reply, that it could not be its qiiuli* 
fication, eitlier as a subordinate factor (in the shape of the means of 
accomplishing the Avashing), or as a predominant one (in the shape of some- 
thing to be purified by the washing). 

In the first place I lie ‘ Singleness ’ could not be the predominant factor , 
because being incorporeal (or immaterial) it is not possible for it to be 
purified. Nor can it bo said to be purified by the purification of the 
substance (‘ Vessel’) ; because it is something wdiolly different from it, 
and because the purification that is laid down for the Vessel is not througt 
this Singleness ; as it being laid down for the vessel independently by 
itsflf, it Avould be wholly' usele.ss to lay it down again ; specially as. ever 
at the time of the actual pierformance of the purificatory Bihsing, this 
latter is recognized as pertaining to the Vessel directly, and not as due tf 
vhe Singleness. ^ 
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III the same manner it can he shown that ‘ Singleness’ could not be 
i;nd down as the subordinate factor. 

Question : “ How is it that it has not tlie subordinate character I' ” 

Answer : A quality is aijcepted to be subsidiary, only wlicn it is found 
1 0 qualify a subsidiary substance ; in the ease iti question, however, the 
’ Vessel’ is not held to be sulisidiary to the 'washing,’ which does not 
bring about auf^ visible results ; and as such the quality, 'Singleness’, of 
I lie Vessel, which is not a subsidiary, could not have the subordinate or 
su bsid i ary chai*ac t er. 

Objection: ^"Eren when the Vessel is the priucipnJ factor^ it is found to 
iiccovi^dish the washiny. That is to say, in tlic first phico, the capahilhy 
“ of accomplishing the 7cus/ti7i7 belongs to the Vessel; and bciice it would 
“ be through this, that tlic Singleness would aid in the wushiny ; and even 
"though the Vessel is the principal factor, yet it would become the 
Ih'operiy of a Subsidiary Substance, by becoming qualified by a property 
' [SinyUnesi) that is subordinate to the Action. It is not necessary that 
" HU Accessory shouhl always rest upon an Acec’ssory ; all that is in^ces- 
sary is that it should rest upon something that /ic/ps the Ac* ion, and 
" tliei'ehy helps in its fulfilment; as we shall prove later on to bo the 
" universal rule. And as to wheilior a certain thing is an Accessory 
“or not, this would bo ascertained by^ Direct Assertion, Indirect Implioa- 
‘f ion, etc.” • 

in reply to this, tlie Siddhanii declares that even though it bo possible 
for the thing in question ( ‘ Singhmess ’) to be subordinate to (for the sake 
of) more than one thing (i.e. to the washiny, as also to the Vessel), yet, in- 
HSMiuch as tlie Injunctive word is not capable of enjoining any such thing, 
that would be eitbei’ very remote (from the Injunction), or not a sub- 
sidiary ; and as such it could not but be rejected. 

Objection : “ The above arguments are not enough to prove (hat 
‘ »Singleness ’ is not intended to be significant. Because it would be 
'* truly non-significant, if it were a qualification of the Substance. But it 
" hos not been shown that it cannot be related to the woskiny, either in 
‘ the subordinate or in the principal position. 

“ Jt has been argued above that inasmuch as the Singleness i.s 
“ incorporeal, it could not be purified. But that would be the ca.se with the 
“denotation of the basic noun ^ yraha* also, which is the class ^yrahulva: 
” and which, as a class, is incorporeal, «and as such iucapubie of bring 
‘ purified. Tf it be held that there could be a purification of the Class, 
through the constituant Individual, then, that could be said of the 
‘ t^^utnher ('one’) alsa Tf the purification done to the Individual be held 
to have been done to the ClasSf then the same would be the case with 
“ ‘ Smglonq^ss ’ also; as ‘Singleness’ serves to indicate the Individual 
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‘•just as well as the Glass does. If, again, the Glass bo held to ht* 
coi’poreal, and uon-dilfereiit fix)m the Individual, and as such directly 
“ capable of the purification, — then, also, the same may be said with 
regard to ‘ Singleness ’ also. 

It has been argued above tl»at what is done to the Suhstancf- 
“ cannot be taken as done to the Number, But this argumeid applies, in 
'‘your case also, to the Glass c'ls well. If you moot th^ argument by 
“ declaring the word to denote the Individual, then that would he a direct 
“ contradiction of the conclusion arrived at under the Ahrtyadhikaram 
“ (I — iii — 3 et seq,). Nor is it possible for us to have any idea of the rehi 
“ tionship of all the individual vessels used at the innumerable performances; 

of tlie Jyotishtoma^ extending over the past, tlie present and the future ; and 
“ farther (if the application of the word rested upon a cognition of all th^ 
‘‘Individuals), thou the word could not be applied for the first time to 
“ the Vessels seen to-day. Consequently it is necessary to admit of n 
“ certain generic character ( inhering in all the rndividnals). No such gen- 
“ eric character is possible except the Glass ^ grahitm' \ and being the geu 
“ eric character, it is the Class that comes, before all, to be denoted by the 
“ woixl. Nor can the word ^ graJia^ be taken as denoting a certain skapHi 
“because each individual Vessel differs fi*om the other, on account of 
“ there being a diversity in the aiTangement of the constituent parts oi 
“ each of them (and as such, the shapes of all not bepg identical, they 
“ could not all bo spoken of as ^ graha^). Nor is there any other generic 
“ character, save the Class ‘ grahatva^* winch inheres in all vessels, and 
“ excludes all other things. Con.soquently it is the Class that must be 
“ taken as denoted by the word. 

“ It has been argued abovo that if the washing were done to the 
“Vessel, it w^onld be cognized ns belonging to it; and as such it could 
“never be known as pertaining to and consequently th me 

“ would not be much use in the repetition (of the Injunction). 

“To this argument, we offer the following reply: Even vvben con- 
“ nectfd with Singleness, if the Action were of the same extent (as when 
“ not connected witli it), then alone could it be rejected as useless ; as a 
matter of fact, however, we find that the connection of Singleness makes 
“ a givat dilference in the A(;tioii; — such differ.mce lying in the fact that 
•* the Action (of washing) is done to one Vessel only ; otherwise (if it were 
“ not connected with Singlene^is) every one of the Vessels would have had 
“ to be waslmL Thus then, tliere being a. mutual restriction between the 
'"Substance (Vessel) and the Froperty (Singleness), there is a distinct 
“ useful purpose served by the connection of Singleness , — just as by the 
"word 'arun(V (in the previous Adhik(vmna)\ and as such it is quite 
“ possible foi* this Singleness to be an object of purification. Then as for 
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the fact of its beirijj an Accessory, it has been spoken of by the author 
“ of the Bhdshya himself, to be like the Property of the Pranitd, 

“Nor is there much reason for lioldin^ that it is only wl»en the 
“ Accessory I’ests upon an Accessory that it helps the Action, because, as 
'‘ft mutter of fact, the Accessories lidp to accomplish the Action, even if 
“ they /no iiic tpable of being directly related with if, when (hey rest in 
" something tlut is related to (ho Action, and are not connccteil with any- 

■ thing that has no connection with that Action. Inasmuch as the 
Accessories peifonned in that which is wholly unconuLMited with the 

‘ Action would not pertain to (or qualify) that Action ; they always jest 
* upon something tliat is connected wiih it. Then, inasmuch as it does 
not tnake any difference whether they have the character of the Primary 
•' or the Subsidiary, no attention is paid to those characters. Just as the 
inoaiis of accomplisiiing the Action stands in need of the mention of 
its ntimhsr, so also dues it stand in need of the knowledge of the number 
“ .>f the Primary action that would be helped by it; and it is on this fact 
alone that the relationsliip of the two is based. 

“ 'I'lieu again, when the Action takes to itself that Property which 
lielps its own Accessory, it would certainly t ike it up whem it is found 
to exist in that which is purified by that Action, As a rule, it is the 
“ Primaiy factor that is helped even by the Property of the Action ; and 
the Property doets not become subsidiary to the Actioti so vs tdl, when 
‘‘ it rests in the Accessory, as it does when resting in the Primary. It is 
” always in need of something that would help it in bringing about the 
‘ Primary action ; and it is a great help to it to have the extent of the 
■‘Primary action (of w'asliiiig) limited (to ono Vessel) only. 'I’hon as 
“ for the purifiiiatory rites pertaining to the sacrificer, wo shall show (in 
Adli. VI) that they also arc subsidiary to the sacrifice, — even when 

■ existirjg apart from their nominative cliaracter, which actually forms part 
‘‘of the sacrifice, they fall into his character of the onjoyer of its results, 

by making him capable of enjoying those results. And as the same rule 
‘‘ would apply to the case in question, there can bo no incongruity in the 
“ fact of the character of the Accessory belonging to those resting in the 
‘ Pi imary Action. 

Such being the case, the fact of the Injunctive word being incapable 
*■ (of enjoining the number), that has been urged by you, would apply 
‘‘ equally to the number of those that are predicated^ — such, for instance, 
“as in the word ^pagun^' (in the sentence ^ paguna liudram y^ijetu*). 
‘ Hecause in this case also, we find the sentence laying down the Bhdvana 
‘qualified by the substance (Pagu), the Deity (Budra) and the Sacrifice; 
“ and then, if there were to be another injunction, of the connection of the 
“ gender and number, either with the Action or with the Substance, 
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there would be a split of the sentence. If the split be avoided by tak 
“ ing the orlgiiiid Injunction fo bo a qualified one, — then, that could b^r 
“ (lone in the (3aso of washing also. 

“ And the only diiferonce in the two cases is that in the case in ques- 
‘‘ tion the ‘ Veaser is the mldf^Qiia (that witli reference to which somethirii* 
“is predicated), while the ^ Pagu' is an upadega (that which is predi* 
“ cated). ^ 

“ But this alone does not prove anything ; for if the mere fact ol 
“ l li(jre being a difPcnvnu^o betsvecn the two wore suflici(infc (?auae for 
“ accepting tlio numl)or in one as significant, and rejecting that in the 
other as inm-significnnt, — then the mere f;ict of the number being in 
“ the one related to tln^ * Vessel ’ and in the other to tlio ^ Ptupi * would be 
sufficient for establishing their non-sigiiilicaiice and significance. 

“And farther, in tlicj very sentence in ([uestion, tliough it is the 
“ washing that is enjoined (or predi(;ated) with reference to the Vessel, 
yet duo significan<!e is attached to the washing Oloth anri its singleness, 
“ without incurriiig a syntafiticjal split; and it could be the same in the 
“ (jaso of the Singleness of the Vessel also. If you were to declare thut the 
“ two cases are not (jiiite simila.r, because the cloth, etc., are mentioned 
“ in a diiferent word from the tmshing^ while the Singleness is mentioned 
by the same >vord as the Vessel, — then, for you, there (^oulcl bo no citing 
of examples of Singuhirity ; as there wool I alway.s be some sort of a 
“ difference between any two (?asea ; specially as there are no two cases 
“that are precisely ajiienablo to the same laws and conditions. Then 
“ again, when one accepts, as significant, the property that is mentioned 
“by another word, — then, how could he reject, as non-significant, that 
“ which is mentioned by the same word ? 

“ For these I’oasons, the Singleness of the Vessel must be regarded as 
‘‘ significant. 

“ As a matter of fact too, we find that even that with reference to 
“ vvljic^h something is predicated is toindied by Injunctions. Ft)r, if ir 
“ were not so, then, in tlie case in question, the Injunction would have 
“ been duly carried out, even if the washing were performed opart from the 
“ Vessel, 

“ It might bo argued that the .sentotice could not be taken as enjoin- 
" ing the Vessel^ because it has already been laid down elsewhere. But 
“that would not bo correct; as the Vessel has never before been laid 
“ down in connection with washing. Then, it might be urged that it could 
“ not be en joined, because of its having been already laid down in oonuec- 
‘ tion with the Jyotishtoma, But in that case, there could not be an 
“Injunction of the Animal, etc,, because these are already found in the 
■ ordinary world. Then, ns for the animal not having been laid down in 
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- ■■•(MirnHjI ion wirli llo) ^w/‘//£,:v. --tlio same I)-.! siiid ut* |.lie Ves'id 

•also (wliioli lias not liocii^laul down in conuoctioii with intshin';/). Then, 

■ it- Mii£(li^’- l>e ur^od that iiiasiiiueh j\s the n'i(<h(n’j is not outside the 

*• pale ol. the J notifihttim the iaet of the havi»ii»’ betoi laid down in 

’• connoetion witli (Ids latter would make it in(^a[»al)l(> i)!’ being* enj«>ined 
*• bv t'y3 sentt'iiee in (jnedion. But thou, inasmntdi a,s the Animal- 
“ saerifieo is n#fc outside the limits of the world, the I'ac^t of the Animal 
“ being found in the world would nriko it incapable of being enjoined ! 

“ Then again, as for the argument fliai the IV.v.Tr/ cannot he enjoined, 
Ixa’aiise it is that with, rofoi’enco to whicb soniefhing t‘ls<‘ {I In' irfh-h/nfj) 
' is laid down, it is wholly unsound ; l)(v*anso I Ani>rrt>Ui) an<l 

‘ hifiiucHoif- ( \'i<llii) are I'cspoctivoly totally (lilVerent from ihaf ir/ih roft'rrucr. 
" h, i^omfAlduij i.'i prc'lira ted i l.'ddr.ei/a) and that udtieh /x prrdietti t^d 

" (f’pfuh ija). Bocanse we liud that that whi<*li is the I'ddeetj i (that with 
“ refeivnce to which something is laid flown j — e g. space, time, Ac. — is 
■•ol'ien tbiuid to be enjoined; while that wliiidi is the [IpldSijii (that 
’•which is predi(;atod ) — o.g, tlio hiJlintf — is not enjoined ( in the sonteiice 

■ ‘parwoul, Ac.’), becMuso it has been laid down elsewhere. 

“d’lriis tliLMi, iiuismueli a.s the soutoJico in (jiicstion implies the 
■’ liijimctu)n of the quulilled intshintj, the Si}iytefie.^.i is as mindi touched by 
"tlio Jnjuuctioii as the Ve>:sd itself ; ami as for the fact of the forrnei* 
“ hoiiig the .siibordimito and tlic latter tlio predominant factor, -tlait is 
‘<]iu? to the fact of tlie latter .serving a. useful purpose, which is not done 
“ hy ( lio forinei‘. 

•‘Then again, it is .sea* cel j proper that there slioiibl be simultaneous 
“Miijniietion atid Noii-injniictiou liy the sa.m(3 uaird; m>r would it bt; 
“ CO rivet to take ilio basic nonu ^ yralutd and the Acciisativ^e Allix as two 
'■ di.stiiict words. 

‘ That is to say, when the single word {' ynihain') is proTuniiniod, it 
“ woidd be highly improper to take it as onjoining the ' resscl' (dfuioted 
■■ l;y the basic noun), and not the * Sinylencss' (o.'cprcs.sod hy t he AilTv). 
Nor (*an the a(Hx lie taken as a distinct word ; beeanse it i.s never used 
imlepoiidently l>y itself, and it always aj»peai's at llifi eml of words, and 
not iudiscrimiriately, sometime.s before and somotiines after them (as is 
{ lie ca.^io with yroy-d.s' ; for instance, we have ' ghtlam ruiaya' a.s well .a.s 
Alnnya yhatam ' w'hen botli ‘ Onaya * and Ajlmtaia ’ are two distinct words). 
Nor can it be ui ged that the Allix is a word, because it expresses, or 
brings about the cognition of, a certain meaning. Because in that casf^ 
vhe \nnnhf would also bf.’»a word, inasmuch as it denote.s the existence 
A ml then, imismuch as a single verbal aOix is fouml to denote 
nmro than one meaning, ^ve would liave to take the same allix a.s a 
dlstiftct wo4*d, with eae.b meaning denoted. And again, the word ‘ worfl * 
128 ^ ^ 
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“is one tliat is in mmnioii iis(? in the worhl ; and as such it cannot ho 
“ pi cclndcfl tVoni that, sense in which it is nstal, and which is poinltMl oni 
“ by tbc Ltraniniatical rales rolatiiiu; to it. 'Hie latter distinctly lay down 
“ that ‘a word is rliat which ends in declensional or con jiiy’atlonal alllxes’: 
“ and t}i(‘ woi’tl is cnininonly used in 1 h(> sainc sense; c*onserjnont ly it is tin- 
“ /k/s/' and the r tuki‘11 joi^etber, and not each liy itself, that is m 

WotiJ, « 

“ l‘]von if we admit the fact of the Atlix hcin‘4' a word, thou too, whoa 
“yon admit the objcrtii'f diaractrr — which is dtoiotod by the Allix — to b».‘ 
“ signilicant, you cainiot rcasuiiably reject tlie sigiiiticance of tlie number, 
“ wliich also is denoted by tlie same aflix. 

“ And fnrtber, in all cases of non-sign ilicance, the word is taken to 
“ ho as good as not, nltcred (i.e., not pres(3rii in the sentence) ; and conso- 
“ (jiiently until the uttered (present) word has heenassinuoil tobenol- 
“ uttered (ahsent), — wlio can set aside its denotation fi'oni tin' meaning 
of tlio sentence iji wliieli it ocoiirs r Then again, if yon would reject tli<* 
“ signilication of the number, you would have to set aside the Acensativo 
“ AlHx (denoting it) ; and wlieri tdiis allix wordd bo set aside, tlie objective 
“ character would also disappear witli it. (as there would bo nothing !•» 
“denote it); and hence the ^VesseV would cease to ho cognised as sorue- 
“ thiiiy to he purl fiml (by the ‘ washing'). Nor could it be held to be the 
“ objecjt of piu iliciitiuii, on the ground of its scrvdng sv u.sefu! purpose in 
“ connection with the action; because in tlie absence of the .VIPix, there 
“would bo nothing that would connoct il wit h the Ardion. That is to 
“ say, the mere basi<! uonii djraJuij^ without the Alli.x, could not be taken 
“as liearing any relationsliip to the verb ^ SuinMftrslitl* Consequent!) 
“ it is absolutely necessary to accept the objective (diaracter to be duly 
“ signiticaiit ; ami thus due signilicanco being attachod to tho Affix (for 
“ the sake of this objoctivo character), inasmuch as there would be 
“ notliing to justify the rejection of another pari, of it (Avliicdi pertains to 
“tlie siugiilar uni}Lb<.r), this number too could not but be regarded as 
“ significant ; and as smdi there could not Im a imshiuij of all the 
“ vessels. 

“ Because if there wore a waslimy of all the vessels^ on account of the 
sinylenes.'i not being significant, — thou, in that case, tliei'o Avould be no 
“ washing of any Vessel, because of the non-significance of the objective 
“ chnrarter of the Vessel. Because in the same Avord (‘graham*) as con- 
“ sisling of a basic noun and an afilx, it is not right to take one part (the 
“ base) as uttered and the other (the Affix) as noi-uttered ; hecaiise tliese 
“ two are as contiadiiitory as Fresenco and Absence,, and as such could not 
“ belong to the same word. Then again, from among a number of things, 
“ denoted by their lespoclivc? ilenotativo words, ayo cannot, at qne and the 
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•• .‘•amo tlino, aooopl soiivo :ni'l reject tljorest, hccause tlmt would ho ns 
iiiipoBsihle as cooking only one hall‘ of tlio bird (and leaving tlio otiior 
•• lialf niicookod ) ! ” 

To the «a.bo\x‘ argiiinonis, wo make tlie following reply: — 

Tlio pnriMcatory rite (washing) is distinctly re(*ognised ns [icrtnining 
tneveiwoneof the Primary factors (vess(ds), whicli la H er arc not a(‘ce[)tc(l 
to bo signilicu-nt, in their snbonlinate cbaracior; as that would bo incom- 
patible with the sense of the zVcciisativx (whieli always signilies tin* 
Piccl omi nn n t fao toi; j . 

If the /ras/nX'y ^vere laid down both for the nnd also bn* tin* 

then, iiiasnnieh as there would be no ivlation.diifi between (hestj 
lalter — beeanse they would both bo addernna (that with rt'fi'n'uee to wliicdi 
ih (5 washing is laiil down) (and as such Imth being predoniinaul- factors, 
they could not pertain to the sanne BIinrau^K see Siitrd 1 1 1 — i ---1/J ), — 
llie Injunction would be taken as separately i’omplete witli each of 
those two; tuid that vv.mld entail a- syiitacticnl split. ()n tlx* otliei’ 
liaud, wlien we have many things predicated ( with reference to a- single 
thing), tbe Action in (juestion is cogniseil as one only, having its end in 
a .single Uln'iraiui (pialilicd by all the various (|Ualilications ; and lieucc^ the 
syiitaelical (?onneelion remains >y holly intact. It is only in this lallei’ 
ca.se, that all the (pialiilcations being under t he sway of a- single ju incipal 
Hltfli iua^ ilicy c^mie to restrict, one another (as shown in the previous 
Adlilliitnina). Wlioroas when I hose appear as distinct /o/drpv/a.'j (i.(v, when 
.'^oiuething is held to bo laid down with I'eferencc to lluiin), then tlu‘y ar»* 
not: taken up l.iy thii Bluiraua ; a.nd. homx, each being capable of taking to if. 
the Artlou in «juestion, it is this Acthm (hat comes under the sway of 
these ; and lienee being taken up by cacdi of tliom, it comes to be taken as 
to be ptad’ormed in connection with ea<.*h. of tliose ({ualilications ; and in 
that case tlie Fosse!.’ would come, to be jmriliod (by (rashiitij) iinh'-jiendently 
rd’ the sini:/!.etiess^ and tbe would ha.ve to l.u? purified indepen- 

dontly of the* Vossfd. 

Thus then, if it were the Siuylcnnss- inhering in the Vessui i.hal won? 
purilied, tlimg in that case, it. would be dojiendeul. iijion this hitter ; ainl 
tliiifc would do away with the jiredoniinauh charar?ter t)f liolli, as previously 
recognised, on the sede ground of their heing ind(‘poMdent fd’ one a not her. 
If, oil j.Iio other hand, the 8imf}one<s purified were one inhering in anothei* 
substance, then it would not be known what that subslanco is. [»ocmu.s»‘ 
oi thePoutext we do not find any other »SVuf//c substance ineufioncd, in tin? 
way that the Fessel is mentioned; and even lliat which is m/c' may l>e 
iu reference to^sonietlii ug else; and there is no cause for its being 
?i()ecilically detiried; and as such it could not l.»e recognised as o/e?, indepen- 
‘‘ nitjy of everything else. 
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Objection: “ That would be recognised as owe which is spoken of, in 
“ithe originative Injunction, by a word in the singular number/* 

Be]phj : That could not be ; as there being many such things, it 
would be impossible to ascertain which one it is^ 

Qiiedtion : “ Why could not all of these be taken as such ?** 

Answer: Not so; because that would involve the acceptance pf thiii 
which is not enjoined (according to you) and the rejection ,of that which 
is enjoined* For instance, if one were to stop with the purification of any 
one of these, then the purification of the others would have been omittetl 
witjhout any reason. 

That is to say, in the case of Singleness being the subordinate factor, 
when the Action (of washing) would be performed by means of the vessel 
connected with singleness^ then the action would not stand in need of any- 
thing else; and hence the Injunction would be duly fulfilled by taking up 
any one of the vessels. If agiin, the Singleness also were a predominant 
frtctor (as held by you), then, even if a single object xoith singleness were 
left iimoashedi that would mean the infringement of the Injunction, in that 
particular respect. If, on the other hand, this latter were also washed^ then 
the aggi’egation of many Singles would bring about a different number : 
and that would mean the abandoning of the directly mentioned * singleness * ; 
and hence the washing of many would involve a rejection of the enjoined, 
and the acceptance of that which is not enjoined ; and h^stly, it would be 
necessary to construe the verb ^ Samniiirshii^ many times over, as per- 
taining to every one of tlie single things. 

If, on the other hand, the Purificatory llinsing were laid down witli 
reference to the Glass, or with reference to'such other properties as White’ 
ness, etc., then, even if the action were performed with any other individual, 
that would not involve any other Class or Property. For instance, if tlu^ 
washing he performed to the one or the other Vessel^ that does not bring 
in any other Class (save the ‘ Vessel’), —as it does in the case of nimhei' 
(where a distinct number is brought up) ; and hence in such cases, there 
would be nothing incongruous in the repetition of the same action (with 
reference to each of the individuals of the same Class). 

Objection: “ Even when all are purified, at the time of the purifica- 
of each, it is only one that is purified; and as such there would be 
no incompatibility (with the mentioned ^Singleness,' even in accordance 
** with our theory)/’ 

Reply: In that sense, the Singleness of the Vessel might be quite 
iiignifioant ; and even when all the Vessels arei, purified (as held by us), 
would be only one at the time of the actual purification. For 
nobpdy ever washes all the Vessels at one and the same time. Conse- 
quently as, even if the Singleness were nou-significaut (and ]&s suf^ the 
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washing \^ere done to all the Vessels), the Vessels M'ould be washed one by 
one, there is not much use in atlaohiiig a special significance to the 
* Singleness,’ 

Objection : Tlie use of its significance would lie in the preclusion 
•‘(or prohibition) of the simultaneous washing of all the Vessels.” 

/ lle^ly : It is not so ; because, inasnmcli as they would be taken up 
(,ue by one, tljey could not but be washed one by one ; and as such there 
would be no possibility of simxdtamons washing ( that could be piecluded). 

This reply we have given, by taking for granted what the oppo- 
nent says. As a matter of fact, there is no idea of tlm Singleness 
independently by itself (without the substratum in which it inheres) ; 
and hence the sentence in question giving no idea of any relationship of 
the fact, or of inei’e Singleness, the Injunction is distinctly rccognizcd-tis 
pertaining to the Vessel only; and hence even though the Singleness 
might her intended to be .sigiiifit5ant with reference to other substances, — 
yet with refei*enco to the Vessel, it cannot but be regarded as non-signi- 
ficant And hence it is established that all the Vessels are to be washed. 

Thus then, we must bear in mind the general rule, applicable in all 
analogous cases,— that, a jKtVe is never eAijoinoAl with reference 

lo the Number, 

Further, if the Singleness' bo held to be enjoined as a subordinate 
faetdi*, — then thaUwould be in direct contradiction to the rule, arrived at 
under the Saktvadhikdrana ( II-i-12), that the Accusative never denotes 
the subordinate factor. And if the Accusative were taken as not signify- 
ing the objective, and as indicating mere agency, — then in the first place, 
that would mean the abandoning of its original signification ; and 
secondly, the Vessel too would have to be taken as the subordinate factor 
(because that also is mentioned by the >vord with the Accusative 
ending). 

If then the Vessel be taken as thepr/wary, and the Singleness as the 
subordinate factor, — then, that would involve ii syntactical split; inas- 
much as the single word ‘ ym/j am/ uttered but once, would have to be 
i taken as serving the diverse functions of directly denoting the p'imary 
^ factor, and at the same time indirectly indicating the subordinate factor. 

Objection : “ For the sake of the uniformity of the Accusative, the 
“ V met also, like the Singleness, might be taken as the subordinate factor ; 
“ but the fact of its serving a useful purpose will impart to the Vessel the 
“predominant character; and this implied predominance would not 
“disturb the uniformity of the word (i.e. the expressive Accusative 
/‘Affix).” 

To this we make the following reply ; When the subordinate character 
rdoes «ot really exist in the Vessel, how could it be intended to be dii’ectly 
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signified P And why should the predominance actually inhering in it be 
lield to bo implied indirectly ? 

That is to say, as a rule, in all cas^^s of the functioning of Words, a 
I'emoter functioning is admitted only when the nioi^e pi’oximate is found 
to be incompatible, and not merely by our wish. Hence, in the case in 
question, if we once, on the strength of the direct mention of the Accusa- 
tive, admit the predominance of the Vessel, then that wpuld be its only 
diameter. If we should, somehow or other, find this character to be 
incompatible, and consequently have recourse to Indirect Indication (of 
the suboi'dinate character), then, there being a contradiction between 
actual possibility on the one hand, and this latter assumption on the 
other,— even though it serves a distinctly useful purpose, — yet the text 
wpiild point it out as the subordinate factor; and thus the sininlfcaneous 
acceptance of the possibility and impossibility of its predominant and 
subordinate character would throw into complete disorder the expressive- 
ness of the word with regard to the predominance; and that would bo 
putting a heavy burden upon the word. For instance, first of all, the 
predominance of the Vessel is cognized through the direct expressiveness 
of the Accusative ; — then that is abandoned and in the middle, wc take 
it to be the subordinate factor ; — and then, fliuUng this latter to be incom- 
patible, we again, in the cud, comdiule it to be the predominant factor ; — 
and certainly all this means a lot of disorder and irregularity, For even 
though the predoNiimnce would appear siibsecjueiitly, yet it would liave to 
be based upon the word itself; as the mere siynificiUwu of a word is not 
a means of right knowledge by itself ; all that it does is to afford a ground 
for assuming a potency in tlie word. And thus your theory would entail 
a syntactical split, caused by the aforesaid assumptions (of the"^ diverse 
significations of the Accusative). 

Further, when a word has got hold of something that is enjoined, or 
definitely known by some other means, and which is sure to come about, — 
then, that word does not appertain to anything else. That is to say, even 
though the predomimnoi of the Vessel is established by the fact of its 
serving a useful purpose, — yet, when the Accusative comes to express (or 
bring about) that predominance, even if it gets at a mere reference to it, 
it does not indicate anything else. For instance, in the sentence ‘ dadh- 
nBndriyakiimasya jahuy^t,' what the verbal root in ^juhuyBit * refers to is 
only the Hoina,— even though this is already pointed out by the Context, — 
and it does not, for the sake of having something to enjoin, indicate any 
other root-meaning, such as Going and the like. Thus then, what the 
word * graham^ W’Diild do would be to refer to the predominance of ike 
Vmolf and to enjoin the subordinate character of Singleness ; and this 
would lead to another Syntactical Split* Arid the predominance, of ike 
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Vessel heaving been positively pointed out by the Direct Denotation of the 
word, who would be such a fool as to assume it to be implied in<lire(5tly ';f 

In certain cases, SinghuPHs also serves tlio useful j)iii*pose of ipialify- 
iug a substance; and lienee on account of Slnyleness the Aeensativ<* 
cannot be said to renounce its sense of fredominancc, Oonse(|nontly on 
iiecouuhof the peculiar potency of the expressive Accusative, both {Sinubi- 
ness and V essel)9xnnf^t be regarded as pi'edoniinaut. 

The Ilh^shya also must bo ex]>laincd as pointing to tlie abovt** 
jiieiitioned syntactical splits (cou.sef|nent upon the theory of the Purvit- 
^iiksha). 

Objection: “What you have said might apply to the case of the 
••sentence ^graham sammarshti' \ but in the case of the sentence ‘ 
trmnh inasmuch as there is no Accusative in the word ‘ agmh^' thei’c 
•• would be no chance of any of the syntactical splits referred to above, 
-and as such its singleno.is would have to he admitted to l)e signitieant.” 

7?cjp/y : Your argument does not affect our position ; though tlio 
(lenitive ending in the word shows the " Agui' to be the ipialifying, and 
hence the subordinate, factor, yet inasmuch as there is no other relation- 
ship possible (between the ^ Agni" and ‘ Trna '), the two are cognized as 
related to one another by the relationship of the lehoh and the part. 
Then too, because the Agni ( Bh’i*e) serves a useful purpose, wliile the 
removal of grass (ifna) does not, — therefore Aghi is cognized as the master 
of the grass ; just as in the expression * rdjnah purusha/t ’ (the king’s man), 
the Rijn is known as the master of the piirusha (Man). And if the case- 
ending in ‘ agnBh ’ be taken to be the Ablative'^ then too, inasmuch as 
there would be no useful purpose served by the Removal of the grass from 
the Fire^ the Ablative would not be regarded as intended to signify the 
subordinate character; and hence it would come to be taken, through tJie 
exigencies of circumstances, as indirectly indicating the predominance 
of the ojferetl material ; just as is the ease with the sentenc(5 ‘ madhgat 
pnrv(irilhaccdvadyatl' \ and thus Agni would come to be recognized as the 
predominant^ and the Singleness as the subordinate factor ; and so forth, 
exactly as in the case of the other sentenoo {^graham, &c/). 

Then as f6r the word ^trntlni* (in the same sentence), there is no 
significance attaching to the Plural number. 

So also in the case of such sentences as ^ hhinnB julioti' (pours the 
libation when there is a breakage), if the Locative ending (in *‘bhinnB') 
be taken as denoting the fact of both the Breakage and the Singleness 
being the cause of their alternation and collation, &c., then, inasmuch as 
the syntactical connection would be complete with each of them, there 
would be no connection between the two. If, however, Singleness were 
taken •as th^jpredfea/ed, and the Breakage as the non^predicated (i.e. that 
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with reference to which the former is predicated),— then, in that case; 
though there would bo no contradictory predominance knd subservience 
subsisting in the same substrate, yet there would be, as before, tho 
anomaly of the same word ^hhime' denoting both predominance (of the 
'Breakage') and subservience (of the Singlaness) ; and then, if they be 
all taken as syntactically connected, there would be diverse ‘ Breakages,’ 
and no significance could attach to Singleness, > 

As a rule, it is only when there is an actual want of a certain thing, 
in a sentence, that it is regarded as significant ; and as a matter of fact, 
the want that is felt is that of something that is predicatedf and of that 
with reference to which it is predicated. And in the case of this latter, 
inasmuch as all that it stands in need of is a certain relationship with 
that which is denoted by the basic noun, there is no want felt, of its 
number; as the number is known by other means. Consequently in the 
case in question, we conclude that the washing is to be done to such 
number of Vessels as have been pointed out by other means (the Injunc- 
tions relating to the various vessels, f.i.). 

As for the various characteristics (or qualifications) of a thing, inas- 
much as tho only purpose that they servo is the bringing about of an 
idea of the thing, they cannot be taken as integral parts of the perform- 
ance of the action in question, For instance, in the case of the sentence 
* Bring in the man who is ^vlth the white dress,’ the cloth; &c., do not form 
integral parts of the Bringing; because that alone can be taken as 
the 'predicated^ without which the performance of the action would be 
impossible; and hence iii the case in question, it is the Vessel alone that 
can be accepted as tho predicated. 

Here an objection is raised in the BhUshja : viz : “ It is only 'when 
MANY are intended that ive have the plural number; and the sense of this is 
that even if a tiling were not intemledy it could not be spoken of (by words) 
if it did not actually exist (and that if the Singleness did not exist, it 
should not have been spoken of by the word).” 

The sense of tho reply given in the BhSshya is that, inasmuch as the 
Veda is eternal, all that we can do, in its case, is ’to find out what it means 
as it stands ; and we cannot rightly reproach it, like an ordinary speaker, 
for having used certain words Therefore the singular Accusative Affix 
in * graham' must be taken as merely helping to make the use of the basic 
noun {'graha') possible for denoting the particular object (as the basic 
noun could not be used without a certain affix) ; or it may be taken as 
^actually expressing only the particular agency. (of the objective), and 
denoting the number {Singleness) as its necessary accompaniment. Just 
as though the fire is lighted for the purpose of giving light, yet it burns 
lip the fuel also, so in the case in question, vthe singular Accusative ♦ only 
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serves to denote ohjectimty^ in accordance with the law that ‘ the denota- 
tion of a wox’d must be restricted to that which is the first to be expressed 
by it.’ 

In the case of the sentence ^ yasya pw'o^lagau skannau all that 
the dual number does is to point put the applicability of the enjoined 
expiatory rite, — just like the duality of the offering material. Otherwise, 
the ‘jpVrorfdpa ’ meant might be taken as only that which is dedicated to 
Ayni (and in^that case the expiatory rite would apply to the destruction 
of that one Cake only), in accordance with the law that ‘the denotation of 
a word is to be restricted to that which is the most predominant* (as the 
^Ayneija^ cake is the most predominant of all the cakes concerned). 

And further, it is the Vessel that is sign^ed by the basic noun. That is 
to say, when, as a matter of fact, however much we may look for it, the 
SinyleneM is not found to have any direct relationship with the action in 
qiiesUon, it cannot, in any case, be regarded as significant ; and hence it 
is far more reasonable to take it as qualifying the Vessel. And conse- 
(juently, even without the Singleness, there can be no deficiency in the 
Washmg. Or lastly, the Singleness may be taken as pertaining to the 
(jlas^ " Vessel * j and as such subsisting in every one of the Vessels washed, 

Sutra (16) : That which is enjoined (or predicated) is sub- 
ordinate to^ something else ; and as such it should be taken 
exactly as mentioned in the text. 

In the case of the sentence ^pagumdlahhet,* inasmuch as the Animal 
does not serve a useful purpose, and the Accusative ending in ^pagum * is 
not found to be significant of tho objective, — just as in the sentence 
^saldiin juhoH\ — it is taken as indirectly indicating '' agency' in general ; 
and then there arising a question as to the particular agency meant, the 
animal comes to bo recognized as Instrumental (in the sacrifice), — in 
accordance with the law that ‘ that which is an accomplished entity helps 
that which has to be accomplished,* as also the law relating to the rela- 
tionship of Substances and Actions, — and hence subordinate to it ; and 
then inasmuch as the Class, the Substance, the Humber and the Gender are 
always predicated with reference to the Bhavand, — and as the sentence in 
question enjoins that Bhavand alone as qualified (by those), —and as the 
apparent Inconsistency of all this would give rise to an Injunction of 
these qualifications, — there would be nothing incongruous in the syntfic- 
tical connection of the various factors of the sentence. 



ADHIKARANA (8). 

[The Washing is not dmie, to the Ladle, &c.] 

Sutm (16) : ** Because the Washing is a purificatory action, it 
could not be restricted in its applicability to the several 
accessories.’* 

There are two ways in which the Puivapahsha is put foi'ward : 
(1) “ In the case of the sentence ^ graham sammSTshti,' just like '‘Single- 
“ the class * Vessel ’ also is not intejided to be significant (of tlie 
‘‘ vessel only), but as simply pointing out the nature of the object to be 
“ washed ; and lienee the Washing should be done to the Ladles also.” 

And (;2) “ inasmuch as there is nothing to justify the taking of the 
“ word as explained, and as the sentence distinctly lays down the 
“ connection (of the Vessel),'— tho Injunction should be separated from the 
“ Vessel, being taken as laying down the Washing alone by itself (and as 
“ such applicable to the Ladle as well as to the Vessel). 

This Furvapaksha is amenable to the same objections that have 
been urged against the Adhikarana dealing with the AvagMta ; and these 
objections are also amenable to replies similar to those given in that 
connection. 

Ohjection : “ In that case, the present Adhikarana will have been 
“included in that Adhikarana \ and there should be no necessity of 
“ taking it upon the present occasion.” 

Reply ; Certainly it should not have been taken up, if the foregoing 
Adhikarana had not given rise to the idea of the deficiencies of one’s 
iiiteiilion Avith I’egard to the significance of words. As it is, however, 
being frightened aAvay by the foregoing Adhikarana, from attaching mj 
significance to ^Singleness' the Ptirvapakshi takes everything to be non- 
significant. 

. And there is yet another point of difference between the present 
Adhikarana, and that dealing witli the AvagliGta : viz. — in the case of the 
latter, there being a difference among the various Apurvas of the Agr^ya, 
and the rest, due to the difference among the objects themselves, it is only 
right that there should be a restriction in the applicability of the 
Avefghdta, &c, ; wherens in the case in question, the action being one drily. 
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.-that of the JyoUshtmiai — it will be a single Apurva that would be 
helped by the Vessel as well as the Ladle \ and as such there is every 
possibility of the details of these two becoming mixed up. 

The expression ‘ because it is a purificatory action ’ is meant to .show 
that as the action of Washing is performed for the sake of bringing about 

an ApUrva^ it has to be repeated with every one of the principal things. 

• 

f 

siddhanta. 

SUtva (17): There would be a restriction, because the particular 
object is directly mentioned; specially as such things are 
based upon the sole authority of the scriptures. 

The reply that is first given to the above Purvapaksha is juj^t as 
rough, as the Purvapaksha itself. It is this: If the Washing be not 
related to the Vessel^ then, there could be no injunction of the Washing ; 
conse<juently it would be absolutely necessary to have another member of 
the Relationship ; as there could be no in junction of the Washing alone, 
hy itself. 

Or the Washing might be restricted to the Vessel^ because of the 
particular Apiirva that is indicated by the latter. 

Objection .* “But both (the Vessel and the Ladle) arc related to the 
same Apurva ; that is to say, there is a single Apurva in the case in 
“ (piestion.’* 

Reply : Even though the Action is one only, there is no difference in 
its Apurva,'— yet, because the action of Washing could not be done to the 
Vessel and the Ladle, at one and the same time, therefore, in reality, the 
two do not appear together, either in a single Action or in a single 
Apurva ; and hence we must admit the existence of distinct intermediate 
Apurvas in connection with each repetition of the action of Washmg, 
And as the form of the sacrifice would be completed, even without 
the repetition of Washing, such Repetition could only lead to tiau seen den- 
tal results. 

Thus then, there being no reason for passing over that intermediate 
ApUrva which is pointed out by the word * graha,' and as such is the most 
proximate (to the mention of Washing), — the Washing would come to be 
restricted to the graha (Vessel) only, — just like the AvaghSita &c.,— in 
accordance with the rule laid down under the Sutra III— i — 10, 

And further, the significance of the ‘ Vessel * does not give rise to any 
■yntactical split Ac., as has been shown to exist in the case of the signi- 
ficance of Singleness ; and hence in the case in question, we should not be 
led away by the foregoing Adhikarana. 



ADHIKARANA (9). 

[The measure of seventeen cubits apjpertains to the sacrificial post. 

SUfra (18) : Being of no use in the Primary, it would appertain 
to its Subsidiaries. 

In the sentence ^ Saptadagdratnir^vdjapSyasya yupa^* it is doubtful 
what is to be ‘seventeen cubits* in length; because (1) if the word 
* saptada^-dratnih' be taken with ^ vdjapeyasjia *, — the Injunction being 
construed as ‘ saptadagdratnir-vnjapByasya *, — and the word ‘ yupa ’ be 
taken, somehow or other, as a mere anuvdda (merely desci iptive),-'“then 
the measure would apply to the shodagi vessels of the Vdjapeya sacrifice : 
(2) if the Injunction be construed as ‘ yo ndjapeyasya samhandhi sa 
saptadagdratnihy tlien also, the measure would apply to the same vessels ; 
and lastly, (3) if it he construed as yUpal^ sa saptadagdrotnih,' atid 
the word ^‘VdjapBya^ be taken as a qualifying adjunct, or as a mere 
reference to the particular sacrifice mentioned in the context, — then the 
measure would apply to the yupa (sacrificial post) used at the ‘ Pagu 
sacrifice’ which is one of the subsidiaries of the Vdjapeya. 

On this point we have tlie following 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

“The measure is related directly to the VdjapBya, and not to the 
“ PaQU sacrifice ; (1 ) because the word ‘ vdjapByasya ’ is immediately proxi- 
“ mate to the w'ord ‘ saptadagdratnih^^ (2) because the VdjapBya is the 
“ principal sacrifice, (3) because the context is that of the V dj apBy a ^ and 
“(4) because of the direct denotation (of the genitive in ■ vajapByasii/a,' 
“which distinctly points to the VdjapBya as isolated to the ‘seventeen 

“cubits')* 

“Then, inasmuch as the measure of ‘seventeen cubits* could not 
“ apply directly to the performance of the sacrifice, it is taken as applying 
“ to the substance forming a part of it. And of such substance too, we 
“ should take that which is directly connected with the sacrifice. Though 
** the Pagu sacrifice also is mentioned in the Context of the VdjapByaj and 
“ as such the Context would not be infringed by taking the measure w|th 
“ the Pagu sacrifice, because by being connected (with the latter, the 
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“measure would be connected, indirectly, with the Vlijapeija also,— 
“ yet, inasmuch as there is a difference in the procedure of the Primaiy and 
“ that of its subsidiaries, tlie process of the Pagu would not be taken in 
“by that of the V^japSya, and as such there would certainly be an 
“ infringement of the VSjapSya context (by taking the measure with the 
“ FapuJ- Then, the genitive affix in ' vHjapByasya* also directly denotes 
“the direct connection of the Vajap&ya with the measure mentioned; 
“ while for you the connection of the measure with the Pacu would be 
“ denoted by Syntactical Gormection^ based upon the co- extensiveness of 
“ the * yupa * with that sacrifice (and certainly the direcjt denotation of the 
“genitive is. more authoritative than the indication of Syntactical 
“ Connection). Nor is there any incompatibility in the w'ord ‘ Vdja- 
peyasya^ (being taken along with the measure), wdiich would justify 
“your taking that word as indirectly indicating (tlie Pagn .sacidHce) ; 
“ spefiially as, in accordance with the law that * undue assumptions can he 
“made only with regard to subordinate elements,’ it would be far more 
“ reasonable to take the word * yupa ’ .as indirectly indicating a /liyh vessel ; 
“ and consequently the measure should be taken as applying to thoi high 
“ vessel employed at the Vdjaphja sacrifice.” 

SIDDHANTA. 

To the above Ve make the following reply : There are only two cases 
in wliich a recourse to indirect Indication could be justifiable : vin. : (1) 
When there is no other way in which the word could be taken, or (2 ) when 
there is a certain degree of co-existence. In the case in question liow- 
ever, we do not find the word ^yupah' in .any way connected with the 
High Vessel, 

One who wishes to take his staiicl upon the Context alone, and is 
anxious to admit of a relationship between words in closest proximity to 
one another,— for him the word ‘ yupah ’ w ould be wholly TueJiningless. It 
could not be taken as indicating the High Vessel ; because there can bo 
no Indication when there is no co-extensiveness between the Indicator and 
the Indicated, and when the word is capable of being otherwise taken (in 
its direct sense). 

In the case of our theory, no word has to be taken in its indirect 
sense ; because, as for the genitive ending in vajapeyasya^ inasmuch as 
all that it denotes is mere '‘relationship^' there would bo nothing incongru- 
ous in its pertaining to the relationship of the Yupci also ; for even though 
this latter is not a direct accessory to the V^japeya^ yet, inasmuch as all 
that tbo genitive requires is that there should be some sort of help 
accorded, and it does not denote the only iclationship of the whole and the 
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part (accessory),— it helps in the VnjapBya by helping in the perform- 
ance of its subsidiary, the Pagu sacrifice. 

It has been argued that, on account of the extreme proximity (of the 
word ‘ saptadagSratmli * to the word ‘ vfljapByasya *) the genitive^ ending 
directly applies the measure to the VSjapBya, But this would be 
the case equally with the yupa also (because the Kord * yupah' is next to 
the woi’d * vBjapSyasya ' ; and so this latter word could be as reasonably 
taken with the word preceding it as with that which follows it). 

Thus then, the sentence being taken as an Injunction of the measure 
of ‘ seventeen cubits,’ the VBjapeya would be taken as merely referred 
to (or recalled) by the word ‘ vBjUpByasya ’ ; and we wouljjl take that 
*yUpLi to be related to the measure, which we would find to be connected 
with the VajapByH sacrifice ; and the only such yupa is that which is 
employed at the Pacu sacrifice. 

In fact, there would be a doubt as to which yupii should be taken, if 
there were a yupa at the VnjapBya itself; but as there is none at this 
sacrifice, we have taken it to be one that is used at the Pagu, 

Then again, the measure cannot be taken as related to the VBja'pBya \i\ 
any of the following three ways : (1) eitl^r directly, (2j or indirectly, 
through something directly connected with it, (3) or through the yupa of 
tlio VBjapBya. 

For instatice, (1) we have^ilready shown that it could uot bo directly 
related to the VajapBya itself. (2) Then, as for anything connected with 
it, there is no such thing mentioned ; as any such thing is not denoted by 
the word ^ vBjapByasya ' ; as for the denotation of the word ^ yupah^ 
it is very far from the V^japBya^ and there is no yupa directly connected 

with that sacrifice. . ‘ rff/opg/yasya ’ could do 

would -bw to* recall the fact of this sacrifice being a qualification, which 
is pointed out by the Context being one of that sacrifice. 

It will be fully explained under Sutras III — vii — 3, 4, how, through 
the peculiarities of the Context, the details are enjoined in connection 
with that which helps in the sacrifice that forms the subject-matter of 
that Context, and not directly in connection with those alone tliat are 
direct subsidiaries to that sacrifice. And as such our theory is not 
contrary to any authoritative means of knowledge. 



ADHIKARANA (10). 

[Hhe^Abhikramana is subsidiary to the Praydjas alone.] 

Sutra (19) : '' In the case of the performer’s qualifications, inas- 
’’ much as an action cannot inhere in another action, the 
sentence must be broken up.” 

Purificatory Actions, Substances and Accessories have been duly 
discussed; and we now proceed to consider those cases in which an Action, 
beiiijs*- mentioned as related to another action, comes to be taken as a 
purificatory action. 

For instance, in the case of the sentence ^ abh'ikr(hnan juhoti, we find 
in the word ’ the repetitive a tlix ^ namtiV \ and hence, there 
arising the question as to what is done by one * walking round and round 
we meet with another word ^ julioti^ which points to the Prayaju, in 
wliose context we find the sentence in question. And then tliere is a 
doubt as to whether the ‘walking round’ is connected with that Prayfija 
alone, or to every one of the Hovias that are inentioiied in connection with 
the Barqa-Purnamosii, 

The raising of this question, when the connection is distinctly men- 
tioned by the sentence in question, is open to the same objections that 
were raised against the raising of the question of the Arunddhikaranii ; 
and in the present case also the objections are to be set aside in the same 
manner as in that connection. 

In the present case also, the Action is incorporeal, and its relationship 
is mentioned (just as in the Arunddhikarana) ; and yet the present 
discussion is started, because the points in which the two discussions 
differ are as follows : (a) in the previous Adhikarana, it was the 
Substance that was found to bo mentioned as co-extensive, and hence it 
was tlje relationship of that Action which is accomplished by its means, 
that was found to be the means of restricting tlie application of that 
Substance ; while in the present case, it is that Relationship itself that 
Ims got to be establislied ; (6) in the former it was the Property, the 
method of whose connection with the action w^aa known, that was wanted 
as the distinctive feature ; while in the present case, even the Action is 
not known (with which there would be a connection); and (c) in the 
former case there were many other substances pertaining to other actions, 
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while in the present case, in regard to all the various Homas^ there is the 
same Priest that is the performer. Consequently the present Adhikaram 
cannot be said to be a mere repetition of the Arunddhikarana. 

On the point in question we have the following 

PtRVAPAKSHA. 

“The ‘walking round’ pertains to all the Eoma^ Because the 
“ Action, being incorporeal, is never cognized as one to be accomplished by 
“ means of another action; and hence the ‘ walking round ’ (which is an 
“action) must be taken as enjoined (as a qualification of the perform- 
“ ance), withont any connection with the verb ^juhoti ' (which denotes 
“ an Action). 

“ That is to say, we cannot say that the ‘ Homa is performed by the 
“ walking round ’ ; and hence the * walking round * cannot be connected 
“ with the Pnujnjas. For in that case there would be the same syntactical 
“ split that has been shown under the Purvapaksha of the Arunffdhi- 
“ kariina, 

“ Ttie Bh(^<hya raises an objection : ‘ For the same reason the walkwy 
“ round could not pertain to the oth^r llamas {hecatise these latter also are 
“ actions)* 

“ This objection is exactly similar to that which was brought forward 
“in connection with the Aruntidhikarana , and it iscto be met in the 
“ following manner : Inasmuch as in the verb the Nominative is the 
“ subordinate element, — (if the connection of the %valking round were 
“ conti'olled by the verb \juhoti')^ it would connect it with the action of 
“ Homa (and not with tho performer) ; while as a matter of fact, the ‘ walk- 
“ing round ’ is connected with the (of the Praynja, etc.), not 
“ as pointed out by the verb ^juhoti, ’ but as pointed out by the Context, 
“ in which latter case he is the principal element ; and inasmuch as the 
“ performer pointed out by the Context would be that of all the Homas, 
“ there would be no incongruity in the ‘ walking round * becoming con- 
“ nected with such a performer, and as such pertaining to all the Eomasy 
“ and not to the Prayftjas only.” 

SIDDHANTA. 

sat ntr (20) : Inasmuch as it is in need of another relative, it 
must be taken along with the next word ; specially as the con- 
nection of the word is not completed by what precedes it. 

Ill any case the vrord ‘ abhikrnman * (walking round) does not have ill 
its Wants (of connections) supplied, nuless it is taken along with soi^e 
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other verb. Because it does not, in any way, express the relationship of a 
{iiibstance. Consequently, inasmuch as it appears in the same sentence 
with the verb which refers to the Praynjas, it is cognized «» 

pertaining to these latter; and it is capable of helping them by bringing 
them into proximity with their performing agent ; specially as they stand 
in need of the proximity of the officiating priest to the sacrificial Fire. 
Or, it may be that the * walking round’ has its connection with a sub- 
itance implied ; and as such there is nothing incongruous even in the fact 
of the performing agent being the subordinate factor. 

Thus then we find that it is quite possible for one jictibn to lielp in 
the accomplishment of another action ; and as such one could very well 
be spoken of as the ^ Sddhy a * of the other. 

U is possible for the Purvapiksha to bo put forward, not as above,— 
hecau.se in that form it is much too palpably absui d, being based upon a 
forced disjunction of the word ^ ahJnkraman* from the sentence, — but in 
the following form; — “ Inasmuch as the ‘ walking round ’is laid down with 
“ reference to all the Homas of the Context, that are referred to by the 
word ‘ jiihoti,’ — and as there is no intermediate Context (that could take 
“ in the Praydjas only), — the connection of the ‘ walking round * cannot hut 
•‘he controlled by the .single great Context (which takes in all the Homas) ; 
“and in this case the sense of the preceding {P urvapaksha) sutra would be 
this : In the property of the ngrewt— i.e., in ‘ walking round ^ — there beiny 
“ 710 hihereiice of the action of Praydja, which could be brought about ouly 
“ by an intermediate Context, tkei'e would he a split of the se7ite7icef only 
“in so far as the * walking round * would not be syntactically connected 
with that intermediate Context.” 

Tu that case, the present (Siddhnnta) sutra should be interpreted as 
follows : * Sdkmksharii * would refer to the intermediate Context ; and 
the sense of the Siddhanfa would be that the ‘ walking round * is syntacti- 
eally connected wdth that intermediate Context, through its connection 
with the want of the procedure, which is aroused by the injunction of the 
Praydjas (i.e. the ‘ walking round’ is to be taken as forming part of the 
procedure of the Praydjas), And in this case, the concluding clause 
‘ asamdpta^n hi purvSna * would not mean the incompleteness of the 
sentence, but that the Intermediate Context is not completed by what pre- 
cedes — i.e,, by the mere injunction of the form and the accessories of the 
Praydjas, 

And farther, inasmuch as, even after the mention of ‘ abhikramanaf 
certain accessory details of the Prdydjas are laid down, we must admit of 
the existence of the intermediate Context of the Praydjas (as otherwise 
the details subsequently laid down could not apply to them). 





ADHIKARANA (11). 

[Tlie is subsidiary to the entire BarqvP urnamQ<*a and not to 

the SHimdhSni only.] 

Siitra (21): In all doubtful cases, there being an interruption 
there would be a split of the sentence. 

The fact of Actions subsisting in one another having been established, 
we now proceed to consider the question as to whether such application 
of Action is controlled by the Intermediate, or by the Prime Context. 

[In rouiieetion with the Barga-Purnamnsa the SllmidhBm Mantrafi 
are In id down a.s the .seventh and eighth Amivdkas^ the NMds are laid 
down as the nintli ; and the Kamyds^ identical with the S&mtdhSniSf as 
tlie tenth ; and then in the eleventh we have the mention of the sacnficM 
thread as to be worn on the left shonlder, passing under the right arm-pit. 
And then there arises tlie question as to whether the thread is to he so 
worn at the time tliat the person is reciting the SainidliBnis^ or during all 
the time that he is performing all that is laid down in tiio Context.] In 
this, the SdmuihBni has been mentioned separately, simply with a view 
to discriminate between the existence and non-existence of an intermediate 
context of the S<lnndhem, 

Objection : The Context is one of the Darga-PUrnamnsa only ; that is to 
“say, inasiniicli as all things mentioned are taken np by the Prime Context 
“ there is no appearance of any intermediate contexts. Or again, inasmuch 
“ as the Sdinidhems indicate the Kindling of the Fire, they are distinctly 
“ recognized as serving the purpose of a visible preparatory rite ; and as 
“ such there can he no context of these (as they do not stand in need of 
“ anything else, wherewith they could form a Context).’' 

Beply : It is not so, because in all cases, there are as many processes 
as there are verbs ; and there is no obstacle in the way of the Process, put 
by the Prime Context, etc. ; and as a matter of fact, neither the contin- 
gency of another Context, nor the Preparatory Rite, can ever set aside tlie 
Process. 

Just as the passages laying down the subsidiary sacrifices, though 
having all their requirements fulfilled within themselves, yet, cc^e to 
connected with the passage laying down the primary Darpa-PUrnamd^a, 
and yet they do not, by that connection, lose their own character, <-»s6, iu 
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the same manner, the subsidiary BhUvanUSy though complete within them- 
selves, become connected with the final Bh&vand (of the Dur^a-Piirna- 
niSsa) ; and they do not, by this subservience to it, lose thoir own peculiar 
characteristics. 

The Preparatory Rite also, serving the purpose of bringing about an 
ApurvUi always stands in need of some means for its ficcom|:)li.shnient, and 
thereby beconjes related to the Context. In fact, even in the case of such 
preparatory rites as bring about visible re.sults, there is a certain tj’ans- 
ceudeutalism attaching to the restriction or specialization of the particu- 
lar method of bringing about the visible result; and thus there being a 
need of the mention of this method or process, there is an actual inter- 
dependence of the Context. And even in the case of a visible result, the 
want of the mention of the method or process does not cease ; and that 
want is not supplied by any perceptible means. Consequently, it must 
be admitted that even such subsidiaries as those in question are amenabhi 
to particular intermediate or subsidiary contexts. 

Thus then, though the want of a visible element is siqiplied only by 
a visible factor,— and hence in the case in question the Bhflvana having 
he^n put forward in the form that * one should accomplish the indication 
of the kindling of 6i*e,’ the question arises as to * by what ’ it is to he 
accomplished ; and in answer we have ‘by the recitation of the Sltmidh^i 
'Mantras* I and then, to the question as to ‘ how it is accomplished by this 
means,’ we have the answer ‘ by making the recitation helped by prepar- 
ing the Bar, to be capable of cognizing the letters, by means of a series of 
motions, such as the desire to speak, the effort and the striking with the 
tongue (of the various parts of the mouth)’;— yet there still remains tlie 
want to know how there is to be accomplished the peculiar tran.sceudental 
lesult pertaining to the specialization (of the particular 3Iantms to l>e 
recited); and this want can be supplie<l only by the scriptural rn junction of 
a means that brings about only transcendental results. For these veasoii.s 
it must be admitted that* there is a subsidiary context which connects th(» 
‘ wearing of the thread * with the Recitation of the SCmidhBni. 

Objection \ “In that case, the subsidiary context being more proxi- 
“ mate (to the ‘ UpavUa ’), and hence more authoritative, it would distinctly 
point to tlie Upavita as connected with the S&midhBni ; and hence why 
“ should there be any question as to its applicability being controlled by 
“ the Prime Context ?” 

lieply: True, it would be so, if there wore no likelihood of the cotinec- 
tioii of the Upavita with the SHmidhBni being taken as to be broken n}> 
(or ihteiTupted) by the intervention of the word * NividJ 

Objection: “If the connection be broken up, then there would he 
“ nothing to set nside the indication of the Pidme Context.” 
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Beply : It is not so ; because, inasmuch as the text subsequently 
speaks of the Kdmya SHmidfiSni^ there is some doubt as to the connection 
of the SAmtdhini being broken up ; and hence the course of the Prime 
Context is not quite clear. 

Thus then, on the question under consideration, we hare the follow- 
PtjRVAPAKSHA. 

“ Inasmuch as we have the mention of the ‘ SamidhSni ’ both l)efore 
“ and after that of the ‘upavita,' the Context of the S&midhBni mxiBi he 
“ admitted to continue all along; and as for the ^Nivids,* they must be 
“ taken as mentioned, either as something wholly extraneous to the 
“ matter of the Context, or as subsidiary to it, 

“ That is to say, as a matter of fact we find, that in connection with 
“ the Darga-PUrmmasa^ the mantras mentioned as to be recited to Fash an, 
“ etc., do not break the original Context, even though they have no con- 
“ nection with it, and in the same manner the words relating to the ‘ nmd ’ 
“ also would not break up the context of the SSmidhBnt* Or, it may be 
“ that, through the Subsidiary Context, the Nivuh also would be taken as 
accessories to the Sdrnid/ienf-reoitatiou ; and in that case there being no 
“ intervention of an unconnected word, there would be nothing to alter the 
“ Upavita also from being taken as an accessory to the SdmtdhBm- 
recitation y » 

SIDDHANTA. 

To the above we make the following reply : Inasmuch as the confcexi 
of the SdmidhBni is broken by the Nivids, it could not be linked up by tlie 
subsequent mention of the Kdmya Sdmidheni- Recitation. 

As a rule, the Context extends only to that extent up till where it 
j)erceives something capable of being used or applied in connection with 
it; and then too, it is only that which is connected with something else, 
that is applied by means of the Context. In the case in question, how- 
ever, we find that the woi*ds of the "Nivid^' through the indicative power 
of the words themselves,— for iustance, the words ‘ dBvBddhah,' ‘ manviddhah ' 
etc., — distinctly appear as equal, in importance, to the S&midhBni^ and are 
equally, with these latter, applied to the kindling of fire. Under the 
circumstances, if the Fire were subsidiary to the then, in 

that case, through the Fire, the Nivids also would be subsidiary to them. 
If, even in the absence of real subsidiary character, such character were 
to be gratuitously assumed, then some people might, as reasonably, 
assume the SdmidhBnts to be subsidiary to the Nivids. For these reasons, 
it must be admitted that the Context of the SdmidhSnf does not extend 
to the Niinds. Then, as for the Kdmya SdmidhJBnhReeitatiiyns^ they 
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are, from the very words of the text, recognized as serving n desirable 
end for the performing agent ; and as such these could not be taken up 
by the former SSnvidkim- Recitation, If, again, the nlvida could be sub- 
sidiary to the SSmiilhems, then, — in accordance with the law ot the 

* godohamt the container also being taken along with tlie contained, — 
the Context of the SHmidhMma could extend to the Kdmya Sami<UiSm~ 
Eecita&on. And if the Kdmya Samidheni-Recitalion were subsidiary (to 
the former SdmidhBni-Recitatiou^ then, in that case, — as in the case of the 
mantras recited to PushaUf etc., so here also, — we could take the original 
Context of the Sdmidhem to be uninterrupted by the mention of the 

* — these latter also being, somehow or other, taken along with it. 
As a matter of fact, however, neither the Nivids nor the Kdmya tSami- 
dliBni-Becitation are subsidiary to the original SamidliBnl-Becitatinn. 
Thus, there being no subsidiary context (of the SdiuLdheni), the UpavJta 
must (be taken, on the strength of the Prime (h)utext, as connected with 
all the Mantras. 

Objection: “ If the Kdmya Recitation be taken (o be nientioneil alter 
‘‘ the Context has been stopped short (by the mention of the Nirids), tlien, 
in the case of the (Kdmya) Injunction — ‘ one should accomplish fame liy 
means of the ticenty-one * — the want of the particular substratum nf the 
“ number * tweuty-oiie * would remain uusupplied, if wo do not admit tliis 
substratum (in the shape of the SdmidhBnt) to be pointed out by ti»c 
“Context; and as* such the Injunction would remain incomplete. If tlie 
required substratum were pointed out by /Sb/rt^uc/fcaZ then, 

“ inasmucli as the sentence would be pointing out two relationships in 
“ connection with the enjoined action (of Recitation), there would bo a 
syntactical split. Then, if this split we accepted as inevitable, and it be 
“ explained away somehow or other, then in the case of the BevatU the 
“ Vdravanti and the Sauhhmi also, the reiiuired substratum would be 
“ pointed out by the Syntactical Connection, which would be in direct 
“ contradiction to the Slddhdnta conclusions arrived at in connection with 
“ these 8dmas, Then if, for the sake of obtaining the required substratum, 
the Context were extended to the Kdmya Recitation, then the U'ljavila 
“ also becomes taken up by that Context ; and thus thei e are two horns 
“ of the dilemma from which you can ill extricate yourself.” 

Reply: In the case in question it is not proper to take the desired 
result (fame) as following from a qualifying detail, which has its f-ubstra- 
tiitn disjoined by a raptured Context; and there cannot be an injunction 
of many things, unless there is an altogether new action involved. 

That is to say, the insult mentioned does not follow from the qualitV- 
ing detail* twenty-one* ; in fact, just like the sentences speaking of the 

* Rivati,* (dtc.j the sentence one should accomplish fame by means of 
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ivventy-dne ’ — lays down an independent qualified Action ; and hence, in 
accordance with the BhSvdrthadhikarana\ the result must be taken as 
following from the lloot-meaning (t.e Recitation) J thus then, the sense of 
the injunction in question would come to be that ‘ one should bring about 
ikme, etc., by means of Recitation qualified hy twenty •one ; and then, as to 
* how’ it is to be brought about by this means, we come to understand 
that it is through the Recitation of the SdmidhSnls tha/; it is brought 
aboil t ; because the word ‘ anuhrflyat' is common to both (the ‘ Sdnmlhem ’ 
and the ‘glfcammpatr). and because the numbers of these two are nearly 
.the same (i.e. ‘seventeen’ and ‘twenty-one’ respectively). And thus, for 
the independent ‘ Recitation of the twenty-one,’ the verses qualified by the 
number, as also the other details, come to be supplied by the previously 
laid down ‘ SamidhSni Recitation.’ 

Though as a matter of fact, in the present case, there is no special 
ipurpose served by the two being taken, or not taken, as different notions, 
yet all that we mean by the above explanation is that the sentence lends 
itself to such construction and interpretation. 

Objection: “In that case, these other Recitations (of the ‘tvvenly- 
“ one’), not being taken iip hy thei Barca-Purmimasa, would come to be 
“ done apart from the performance of these sacrifices.” 

Bepii/; In the first place, this argument does not set aside onr 
theory ; because even if it be as you urge, the Upavlta comes to be (!on- 
nocted with all the Recitations in question (which is all that the SMhdnta 
clings to). 

As a matter of fact, however, there could not be an independent 
performance of the Recitations (of the ‘ twenty-ono’) ; because that, in 
connection with which we find the word ‘ anu ’ used, becomes part of the 
in question ; and this could not be if the Recitations (which are 
enjoined ns * uMw-bruyat ’; wore performed independently. For instance, 
that Recitation, which is performed before that of the Samidhems^ is not 
subsidiary to the S^midhBnis^ just like the Nivids ; and again^ the injunc- 
tion ‘ anuhrUytit ’ could be explicable, only if the Recitations were meant 
to be performed after (the SdmidhBnhRecitation), (in connection with the 
Dar(;a'PnrnamS8a), and not independently by themselves. Then again, if 
they could be performed separately, though they would be recognized as 
subsidiary to the SamidMni-Recitation^ yet they would lose their charac- 
ter of ^ animicanatm* (being recited to something), if there 

were nothing else to be recited. 

And further, the character of iho Sitmidhenis also, which is based upon 
the fact of their indicatiiig the q/* /2re, could not belong to the 

Recitations ( of the * twenty-one * }, if performed independently by thera- 
aelves ; because that which does not appear in the course of the perfor- 
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iiiance of a Sacrifice (at which alone Fire is used) could not help in the 
kindling of fire. 

That is to say, it is absolutely necessary that the numbers, * twee ty- 
ore’ and the rest, should pertain to the SnmidhBnis ; and it is a known fact 
that these latter are so called, simply because they indicate the kindling of 
a re ; and this fire too that is pointed out by them, could only be one that 
is used at some other action (than the Recitation itself). And thus, in 
nccordaiice witfi the Sfitra lV'-i-26, entering into the Recitation, just like 
the conditions of the Primary, the original function of tlie S^midlienis, 
in connection with the Pininary sacrifice, in the shape of the indication 
of the kindling of fire, comes Ao be applied to the Recitation of the 
‘Twenty-one’ also; which latter, therefore, comes to be dependent upon 
such Sdmidhenu as are recited in course of the performance of the 
sacrifice. 

0^‘ecHon: “Then, in that (?ase, the Vpavita would be connected, 
either with all the Ktlmya-Recitations, or only with the last of these.” 

Reply : Not so; because, the want of the process of the Kclwya- 
Hecilation being supplied by the process of the former SdtnidhSni-Hecitn- 
tion, laid down in the same Oontext, the Upavlta could be taken as snl)- 
sidiary to the ATdjnyu- Recitation, only on the strength of the Proximity 
(position of its mention) ; and it is a known fact that this latter is niiudi 
weaker in its authority than the Context (which points out the Kdmya to 
be done in the same manner as the original recitation of the Sdmidhem ). 

Tliat i.s to say, in the case of all secondary modifications of sacrifice.^, 
that which is not found to have been mentioned along with the accessories 
of their originals, is not recognized as serving any useful purpose with 
regard to themselves; and as such, the Context having all its requirements 
supplied, if such an accessory were to appear subsequently, it could be 
amenable only to the authority of Proximity. And it is a known fact that 
Proximity can authoritatively point to the fact of a certain accessory 
being used, only when such an accessory is not found incompatible (with 
the indications of the other means of cognition, f.i. of the Context, in the 
CJise in question) ; consequently whenever there is an incompatibility of 
such an accessory with the indications of the Context, it has to be 
I'ejected, just like the Videvmia. 

For tliese reasons, it must be admitted that the Upavlta is connected 
as subvsidiary to the whole of the Darga-Purnamdsa. 



ADHIKARANA (12). 

[The reesels of the K/rnma, V&ikankata, etc., belong to all sacrifices.] 

SHtra (22): Inasmuch as all accessory details are equally sub- 
servient to the purposes of something else, they can have 
no relationship among themselves. 

This Adhikdram is an exception to Adhi. 9. 

In connection with the Kindling of fire^ we find laid down certain 
vessels of the l^arana nnd the Vaiha/iikata wood, as employed at the 
peiiornianco of the sacrifice, — some of which are used at the Homa, 
wliilc others are not so used. And inasmuch as these vessels have noth- 
ing to do with the actual Kindling of fir they are, ns a matter of course, 
tukeii apart from the Context ; and then there arises a question as to the 
particular sacrifice at the performance of wliich they should be n.^ed. 

And on this (jiieHtioii we have the following 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

“Ill accordance with rule laid down in Sutra III — i — 18, we must 
“conclude that the vessels in question are used for holding tho offering 
“ maiPTials at the PavamdriBshfi (as this Ishfi^ being laid down in connec- 
“ tiou with Kindling of fire, is directly subsidiary to it).’’ 

SIDDHANTA. 

To this we make the following reply ; — Inasmuch ^%t\\ePavanilineshti 
offerings are shown, by syntactical connection, to be as primary in their 
character as iheKindlingof fi7*e, — the said offerings cannot be taken as sub- 
sidiary to the said Kindling ; and hence the vessels must be taken as belong- 
ing to all sacrifices. 

That is to say, that the said offerings are subsidiary to the Kindling of 
fire is shown only by the Context, while that they are subsidiary to the fire 
is shown by the Syntactical Connection of the sentence ^ yaddhavaniy^ 
juhoW (and under the circumstances there can be no doubt as to the 
latter being the more authoritative of the two). 

Against this way of putting foiivard the SiddMnta^ the following 
objections are raised: “If the sentence ^ yadUhavantye juhoti* be taken 
“ as making the fire something to be purified or prepared by the PavaniUna 
“ offerings, then the fire would be recognized as to be purified by means 
“ of the AgniMra etc., also; which latter are lequally mentioned in the 
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same sentence. It might be argued that inasmuch as tlie ApUhotra, etc., 
“ bring about distinct results, the sacrificial fire is a fart of them. But 
‘ in that case, of the Pavfimfina offerings also, it would be a part; because 
** one Hiid the same sentence could not speak of the same sacrificial fire, as 
“ a subsidiary part of the actions leading to definite results, and as the 
“primary factor of those not leading to any results; as Simultaneous 
Injnircrion and Reference, Subject and Predicate, and Primary and 
“ Subsidiary* are irreconcilable combinations. And your theory involves 
“ a further incongruity : viz. that in one case the bocativo (in ^ AkavanvjB'" ) 
** is taken as indioatiiig the ohjectivey while in another it is taken in its 
“own original sense (of location). And further, in accordance with your 
“ argument, the etc., which have no results mentioned ns follow'ing 

“ from them, would all become subsidiaries. And all this is most undesir- 
“ able and improper. Specially as the sentence lays down the ‘ sacrificial 
“ fire a well-established entity (and not as something to be prepared 
“or purified) ; and in view of such actions as do not bring about definite 
“ results, the name ‘ dhaoanvja ^ is to be taken in its prospective sense.” 

In view of these obje(?tions, some people offer the following explana- 
tions ; We must admit of there being two such Kentenccs as ^ t/addhvaniif^^ 
juhotl\— 'One in connection with the Paoamdna offerings^ and another 
inilependently by itself (not in connection with any particular action). 
Tlie former of these speaks of the fire as something to be prepared, and as 
such st?mding in need of the preparatory rites ; and consequently it can he 
taken as laying down the Pavarndna offering!!, etc., which have no results of 
their own, as tiie required preparatory rites. An<i the latter may be taken 
as laying down the fire as a well-established entity, calculated to serve ns 
that into which the libations of Jill sacrifices are to he offered, And in 
this way there can be none of the incongruities urged above. 

The explanation that we have to offer is as follows : There is no use 
in taking all this trouble of assuming a sentence (in the shape of the second 
yadnJiavamyS, etc.*) which does not exist; specially as the incongruity is 
capable of aiiother explanation : even if the Pammdna offerings were 
subsidiary to the kindling of Fire, the vessels in question could not belong to 
those. Because in the case of the Bentenee ^ V’d)apeyasy a yufah\ iua.s- 
much as the Yupa is distinctly mentioned, it has been taken (in Sutra 111 
i — 18) as belonging to the subsidiary Pagu sacrifice ; specially as even 
in this case the Genitive was found to be quite compatible. In the case 
HI question, on the other hand, there is no such ground for taking the 
vessels as belonging to the subsidiaries. Then again, the expression 
* Yajndvaeara - must be taken independently by itself, as laying down 
the vessels for all menfices; because there is no previously -mentioned 
sacrifice to which it could refer specifically. 

• X3l* . 
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Bat inasmuch as this end could be f^ot at by means of the ]aw 
aiTived at in connection with the Recitation of mantras to PUshan etc,^-^ 
there can be no use of the present Adhikarann for that purpose. Conse- 
quently the present sUtra is to be taken as supplementary to the foregoing 
Adhikarana, added in answer to a supposed argument emanating from 
the opponent. That is to say, there arising the argument — “ inasmacl) 
as the Nivids are subsidiary to the SdmidhSnhy a mention of those*' cannot 
interrupt or disjoin the Context,** — the sUtra makes the folSowingr declara- 
tion in answer : accessory details being ^ etc.^ etc., which has already 

been explained. The sense of the declaration is that inasmuch as the. 
Nivids also, like the SdmidhBnis, speak of the kindling of fire, they are 
eitnally subservient to the purposes of the Fire ; and as such the one ( the 
Nivid) could not be taken as subsidiary to the other (the Sduiidheni). 



ADHIKARANA (13 

[The VMraghnl Uecitation^ etc,, belong to the AjyahhUgas.^ 

HUtra (2$) : There is no connection of the meanings of 
the two verses (with the Primary). 

We now proceed to consider those cnses in which the mimims are 
employed in accordance with the order in which they happen to be 
mentioned. 

[In connection with the we find the injunctions : 

{''artraglml paurnainHeydmf miucyete, vrdhanvati amavSsySiyam ’ ; and 
with regard to this, there arises a doubt as to whether the duality ot* the 
nanh'ds belongs to the Primary sacrifice, or to the Ajyabhagas.] 

At the very outset a question is raised as to why there should be such 
H doubt. • 

And the reply to this is that the doubt is due to the fact of the order 
of connection, as mentioned in the sentence, being found capable of being 
taken in two different ways. For instance, when the connection is 
laentioiied along with the ‘ Paurnamad ' it remains doubtful as to whether 
it is to be taken along with the h'rae (Paurnamfisi) or with the 
ithe ijyabhdga, etc,, performed at the time) ; because if the order men- 
tioned were meant to refer to the Actions, then the taking of it with 
Inference to the Time would involve an infringement of the Injunction. 
And as a matter of fact, it is only when two relationships are equally 
authoritative that they are capable of being considered as mutually contra* 
dictory,-— and not when they differ <m the point of authoritativeness ; and 
hence there would be equality (of the Relationship of the mantras with 
the Primary sacrifices and witli the Ijyabhngas), only when the sentence 
would be taken as connecting the mantras with the Actions, and not when 
it is taken as connecting them with the Time. 

Thus then, on the above question, we have the following 

PtJRVAPAKSHA. 

The mantras to be recited are always connected with sacrifices, and 
“ never with the two points of Time (the Paurnamdsi and the Amdvdsyd) ; 
‘‘and hence the order mentioned must bo taken as fully taken up as 
belonging to the Primany sacrifices. Then again, on account of tlie argu* 
ment urged iu the proceeding sHtra, the four mantras in question (the two 
“ Vdftraghnis and the two Vfdhanvatis) can never be connected with 
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the AjyahhStgas (because these latter are as much accessory to the Pri- 
“ mary sacrifices as the mantras themselves). And for these reasons, the 
“ order (of the Recitation) must be taken as pertaining to the Primary 
“sacrifices, as pointed out by SyntaHical connection, and not with tlie 
** Ijyabhdigas, as pointed out by the order of sequence (which latter is 
in \mx\ior\ty Syntactical conncctmi),*' , 

« 

SIDDHANTA. 

To the above, we make the following reply : As a rule, the connection 
of the Primary with the Subsidiary is not desirable, when the meaning is 
not Found to be so connected ; and in the case in question, we find that the 
meaning oF the four mantras lias no connection with the Primary sacrifices. 
Because if they were so connected, there could not bo two mantras to lu* 
recited, when the Primary Action is one only ; and further, because the 
Deities indicated in the mantras do not belong to the two Primary sacri- 
fices. 

That is to sny, the Sawnu-rmritra (which forms part of the Krd/fc«n- 
vati] can not find its connection witli the Amdvdsya sacrifice; hecause in 
this sacrifice. Soma is not the principal Dtuty ; and then, as for tliePc/wr^n- 
mtisi also, even though Soma does appear as its Deity, yet it is so only as 
accompanied liy Agm; and as such the mention of Soma a2nwe could not 
be taken as connected with that sacrifice, as we have shown iirider the 
MdhSndrtIdMkarana (ll—i — 18 et seq.) and none of the two mantras in 
question is found to be applied to Agnishoma (which is the joint Deity of 
tj^o Paurnnmnsi) ; because in the sentence ‘ Puronuvttkydmanvf^ha * (found 
in connection with the Paurnamfist), the singular number in ^ Pnronu- 
vdkytim' is significant; and as such only one mantra conld be recited to 
Agmshmna, If the sentence in question CVnrfraghni, etc') bo tnken ns 
laying down the duality, never before laid down,— then there would be a 
syntactical split,— the sentence being taken as laying dow'n the particular 
mantra, and also its duality. 

On the other hand, in the case of the mantras in question being 
connected with ihetwo AjyuhMyas, it would be easy to take the mention of 
the times {Paurnamasi and Amavtlsya) as restricting the application (of 
the mantras to particular Ajyahhtigas), as we have already explained 
before. For these reasons, on account of the relationship of the Primary 
and the Subsidiary (between the Durpa-Pdrafi me and the A jyahhtt gas), it 
is only reasonable to take the sentence in question as pointing out the Tiirne ; 
specially ns it is the Time that is first of all found to be denoted bj^^the 
seiiteiico, and ‘it is extremely diflScult to outstrip Time ’ (as a well-kficjpvm 
saying has it/ 



ADlllKARANA (14). 


[The Mushfikhwiaj etc., belong to the whole of tliat whi(ili is dealt with 

in the Context.] 

SUtra (24) : Immediate sequence is not authoritatively 
expressive. 

We have just dealt with the employment of ma7itrus in accordance with 
ihe order in which they are mentioiiod ; and now wo proceed to deal with 
the oa^ceptions to that rule. 

[In connection with the .Tyotishfoma we find the sentence — ‘ Mmi/ifun 
karvti vdcam yucchatly diJcshitamdvBdayati ’ ; mid 1 hen again, ‘ ha^tnu a/xntS- 
niktSf 7 ilapar(ljtnsfrnnH^ ; and in connection with this, (here arises a 
doubt as to whether the ‘ mushfikarana ’ (dlo.sing of the b'ist) and ‘ vayya- 
mah ' (Silence) .simply serve the purpose of * dvedana^ (Addressing the 
initiated Sacrificer) or they out or into the whole of the Context and 
siimilarly too, as to whether tlio ‘ hast dtjduBj ana ’ (washing of the hand) is 
for the sole purpose of ‘ nlnj^arajisiarana ’ (spreading of the bundle of 
grass ), or it pertains to all the actions performed ?] 

At the very outset of the discussion, an ohjectiou is raised : — *’ The 
‘‘ Ohsing of the Fist and the Sihuce are the actions of the Sucrijicer, while 
‘‘the Addressing belongs to the Priest ; how then can there be any don Id 
‘‘ as to the former two being subsidiary to the latter ? ** 

Beply : This does not affect the question ; because of the actions 
of the Priest also the Sacrifice!* is the directing agent ; or, it may be that 
the former two are taken as subsidiary to the action of heiny addressrd 
( which of course belongs to the Sacrificer). 

On thi.s question we have the following 

PtRVAPAKSHA. 

“ [On account of immediate sequence, we must take the Closing of the 
Fist and the Silence to be for the sake of tlie Adfdressing^ and the icashing 
“ of . the hand to be for the purpose of the spreading of grassi] 

Ohjectian : ‘How is it that the immediate sequence operating both 
“ ways, it is the preceding {Closing of the Fist and the Silence) that are 
“ taken as subsidiary to the following {Addressing) ^ and not vice versa ^ ' 
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“ To this some people make the reply that it is with a view to show 
“ the (loubtful character of the situation, that what is mentioned first is 
taken up as the subsidiary, simply because it happens to be meniioned first. 
“ But the fact is that in the case of all Bh&van^, at the very outset, there 
‘•always arises a desire to know what would be accomplished by that 
“ Bhftvaufl ; and in all cases that which is found to be mentioned first, is, 
“ owing to its place in the text, always taken as answering the said desire. 
“ Consequently, as soon as therearises a desire to know what is to be done by 
means of the Closing of the Fist and the Silence ^ — we are met by the next 
“ sentence ‘ dikshitam/fvBdayati ’ ; and we have no ground for not accepting 
"this ‘ tivedana * (addressing) as tliat which is to be done by the former 
" tw<» ; specially as this Addressing too can, subsequently, be assumed to 
"be capable of serving a distinctly useful purpose. Consequently we 
" mirst fake the former two to be for the sole purpose of this Addressing. 

" In the same manner, the Washing of the Hand is for the purpose of 
“ the .spreading of the bundle of grass , — the word ‘ ulupardjistarana * meanitig 
" the spreading of long grasses in the middle of the long altar. 

"Asa rule, Gapability, Subsidiary Context, and Syntactical Connection 
"are more authoritative, in the matter of application of the accessoiy 
" details, than the Prime Context. Consequently in all cases, that which 
" is mentioned first must be taken as serving the purposes of that which 
" is mentioned next after it. 

" Then as for the Closing of the Fist and the Silence, the former is not 
" taken as being for the sake of the latter, or vice versa, because they are 
" not capable of being taken as subsidiary to each other ; specially as botli 
" serving the purpose of bringing about the attentiveness of the sacrifice!’, 
" they do not stand in need of each other. Consequently we cannot neglect 
" this inherent incapability, and proceed with further assumptions.*' 

SIDDHANTA. 

To the above, we make the following reply : (1) We do not find any 
syntactical connection between the Closing of the Fist nnd the Silence on the 
one hand, and the Addressing on the other ; (2) as for Capability, it applies 
equally both ways; and (3) as for the desire of any intermediate process, 
we do not find any appearing, at the time. 

That is to say, (1) the two verbs could not be syntactically cotmeoted, 
until thei*e were some word denoting such connection; and so thei^ is 
up syntactical connection in the case in question that could set aside the 
significations of the Prime Context. (2) As tov* capability, it is ae appli* 
cable to the Oloeing of the Fist being taken as belonging to all the actions, 
as to ils being taken as belonging to the alone ; in fact, it is 
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more reasonably applicable to the former ; because the need of attentive- 
ness (which is brought about by the Closing of the Fist and tlie SUefwe) is 
more urgent, when there are many actions to he performed, »han when there 
is only one such action as Addressing^ which could be done somehow or other 
(even if no special steps were taken by the sacri6cer to secure attention) . 
(3) As a matter of fact, in the case in question, there is no intermediate 
{*x)ntex*t (that could set aside the indications of the Prime Context). Foi* 
when there is a* deficiency in the process of the former action, then the lattei* 
becomes its subsidiary ; as a matter of fact, however, this is not possible ; 
because the object to be accomplished by the Bhdvann is yet only incom- 
pletely known (and as long as the object is not fully i‘ecognizod, there can 
be no desire to find out tlie process of its accomplishment. Nor could the 
want, even if it bad arisen, be supplied by the latterly-mentioned action, 
because the use of this latter has still to be ascertained ; and so this latter 
also -jyould stund in need of another action ; and so on and on, till wo get 
to the Primary Action itself. 

Objection: “If it be so, then, whenever we would have, in the 
“ middle of a context, some sentence laying down the connection oF a 
“certHin accessory detail with a definite desirable result, then, all that 
would follow after that would have to be taken as auxiliary to that 
“ accessory detail, and could not reach the Primaiy Atjtion ; because in such 
“ a, case the intermediate context will have been an accomplished fact.*' 

Reply ; If tfie two accessories mentioned in the sentence {viz,, the 
(‘losing of the Fist find the Silence) were known as belonging to the Address- 
ing, then thei’e could have been an intermediate context h»^twcen those two 
and the Addressing. While as for the Process of the Primary Action, it 
operates on all sides ; and leaving only that wdiich happens to be coiuiected 
with something else, goes on to the very end (of the context), — a.s we liave 
already shown under the Anushahgadhikarana (Tl — i - 48). 

Objection : ‘‘In that case, thex'c is a total annihilation of all Inter- 
im edi ate or Subsidiary Contexts.” 

Reply: In a case wliere the subsidiaries of actions, mentioned in the 
text of another Action, have been known by means of Direct Assertion, 
or by that of the Indicative power of words, or by Syntactical Connection, — 
it is by these alone that an Intermediate Context is admitted by the law of 
Sandamga, 

That is'to say, in the case of the we find that a few of their 

accessories are laid down in one place, and then after* some break are t:ikon 
up again ; and hence in this case we admit of an intermediate context extend- 
ing from the former mentkm of the details to the latter (just in the manner* 
of a clip which connects a number of separated things). Otherwise there 
would be a great uncertainty as to the details,— -all the auxiliai*ie.s being 



104i8 TANTRA-ViRTIKA, ADH. Ill — PADA I— ADHI, (14). 

<3apable of being taken as auxiliaries to one another. In a case, however, 
wliero there is no such subsequent mention of details, all that is mentioned 
must be taken as pertaining to the Primary Action. Then, as to whether 
they would pertnin to the Primary, by itself, or as together with all its 
subsidiaries, that question will be dealt with under Sutras III— ^vii — 1 h 
seq, 

I'hus then, in the case in question, the Glosing of the etc., must 
through their capability be taken as belonging to the A’imary Action 
together with all its subsidiaries. 

If we had such words as * dveditnm * and * staritum \ then, in that case, 
the Closing of the Fist, etc., and the Washing of the Hand could be taken 
as syntactically connected with these words, in accordance with the 
sutra ‘ tumunnvulau Icnyilydm kriydrthnyam ’ (Piknini, III — iii — 10) ; and 
then alone could the Closing of the Fist^ etc., and the Washing of the Hand 
he taken as belonging to the Addressing aiid the Spreading of the grasti 
respectively. As, however, we have no such words as ‘ Uveditum,* etc., the 
actions in question must be taken as belonging to all the actions in question. 

SStra (25) : Also because the sentences are complete in 
themselves. 

That is to say, there is a further reason for rejecting the signification of 
immediate sequence ; iu«., that each of the sentences uigder consideration 
has all the marks of a complete sentence, when taken singly, and not 
when taken collectively ; hence also, the actions in question cannot be 
taken as subsidiary to one another. 



ADHIKARAIJJA (15 A 

[Tke Quartering belongs to the Ayneifu Gake only.] 

satrii ( 26 ): “The auxiliary, connected with the Accessory 
Detail, should be taken as common to (all; specially as 
“ there is no mutual relationship among them.’* 

AVe have spoken of the application of accessory defails, in ac(;ordance 
with the order in which they are mentioned ; and we now proceed to 
rjonsiejer whether that application is possible to a part also, or only to the 
whole. 

[Tn connection with the Dmxa-Purnamnsa^ we find the sentence, — 
'aiiuiii/itm catnrdhft karoti*] ; and with rc^gard to this there arises the epics- 
tion as to whether the ^ caturdhUkaram' (Quartering) is to be done to 
t he AynSya cake only, or to the AgnishoynJyd and Amdroyna cakes also. 

On this question, we have the following 

PORVAPAKHHxV. 

“ Tlie Quartering applies to the AgnUhomlya and Aindrdyna cakes 
‘‘also. Because the mention of a single Deity {Agni in ^ Ayn&ja) is 
“ capable of indicating the two Deities (Agni and Soma, and indrea and 
“Agni); just as in the Alanotd, the ‘ Ij/m’ indicates the connection of 
’* both Agiii and Soma. 

“ Though Agni is not the proper Deity of the AynUhomlytu yet it is not 
wholly unconnected with it ; and it is the presence of the Deity, and not 
“ the actual fact of its being the Deity, that is the biisis of indicativeness ; 
‘‘ nor in tbe case in question, is Agni inseparably connected with the 
action of Quartering ; and as such mucli signiticance cannot be attached 
“ to the specification of ‘Agneya* ; and all that this can bo taken as doing 
“ is to indicate (tlie presence of Agni) ; nor are the indicative factors to 
“ ho taken exactly as they are mentioned; for instance, the ‘two cakes ^ 
“ are taken as iiidicd/tive of the time intervening between the UpfJM^u^dgas , 
ami again in the case of the mention of tbe ‘ PathivatUy' no significance is 
‘‘attached to the specification of Tvashtr\ and lastly, oven in ordinal) 
parlance we find that tlie mother of Dittha and Davittha is spoken of 
“as the ‘ mother of Dittha^ (similarly the cake dedicated to Agni and 
Soma can be spoken of as * Agu§ya ’). 

1S2 
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** Thus then, there being no necessaiy connection between Indication 
“and Actual functioning, the name * * becomes equally applie.able 

“ to the AgnBya, the Agnuhomiya and the Aindrityna cakes. 

“ It is with a view to this that the Bhashya has construed the svtvu 
“ as that, ‘ inasmuch as there is no mutual relationship among these, there 
“ would be no injunction.’ In fact we often find such things to be spoken 
“ of as applying commonly to many ; as for instance, in the case'of tlie 
“ Pr^gitra'' * 

SIDDHANTA. 

Hfiirn (27) : There should be a restriction ; as the actual 
signiiicatiou is connected with the word ; because the indi- 
cative power is connected with such meaning ; and as for the 
subsidiary text, it serves the purposes of indication. 

Just as in a previous Adhiharana, we have found that the Ladles arc 
not indicated by the mention of ^ graha' ; so in the same manner, in the 
case in question, ^AfjnBya' cannot indicate the cakes dedicated to two 
Deities (the Agnfskomiya or the Aindrngna)^ 

It has been shown above that that with refoi*ence to which some- 
thing is laid down must be regarded as significant. And as a matter ot 
fact, tliat the character of being the ‘ Agneya ’ does not belong to tlir 
Agnishomlyn and the AindrBgna cakes is shown by tbeltact that the word 
‘ AgriBya ’ does not signify tiie mere presence of Agni ; what it does signify 
is tluj Deifiu character mentioned by the nominal affix, and the mention 
of ‘ Agni * is merely by way of qualifying that deific cliaracter. That 
to which (jertain offerings are made is the Deity ; and as a matter of fact, 
the cake tliat is dedicated to two Deities (Agni and Soma) is not offered to 
Agni alone; as that which has been known as pervading over two, cannot 
be spoken of by means of otie only ; hence either the Agnishomtya or the 
AindrUgnn could not be spoken of as the * Ag7iBya,' 

Then again, iu tlje word ‘ AgnB^ya^'" the indicative power belongs to 
the signification of the Nominal Affix ; and according to Pacini’s rule 
( 17 - 1 - 82 ) nominal. affixes are applicable to only such woi’ds as are capable 
(of direct denotation) ; and for this reason the nominal affix cannot bo 
taken as appertaining to the word ‘ Agtii * as forming a compound witli 
‘ and as such not being (by itself) ‘ capable,* 

That is to say, that alone is spoken of as * AgnBya,' which belongs to 
: Agni alone, independently of all other Deities ; and certainly that which 
■ is dedicated to two Deities is not one that is dedicated to Agm^one, It 
for this reason that the deific nominal affix is not applied to the word 
* Agni * when it occurs in such compounds as ‘ Agnhhoma * ami the like ; 
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iviid as such the nominal affix in the word '‘A<jn^ya' does not signify the 
<leific chai*acter of AgnUhoma ; while that whereof Agni alone is the 
Deity is always spoken of as ‘ Agniya' 

Then as for the corroborative instance of the Prnr.if ra tliat the Pilrva- 
paksha has brought forword, — in that case the subsidiary mention of the 
'Agniya' is meant to be indicative of a particular ))lace. That is to say, 
tlie general seikt^ence having pointed out tliepeit'ormabilifcy of the Vraritrll’ 
vadana (cutting of the PrUgitra cake) in all places, what the subsequent 
sentence ^ ligneyasya mustaJcam rdrujya^ etc.,’ does is to lay down the paiti* 
oiilar breaking up of the head of the cake ; and thus there is no similarity 
between this and the case in question. 


^ome people take exception to the Adhikarana presented as shove, 
’rhey argue as follows : “ Kdiyayami has distinctly laid down the rule 
' aoi^;eshadnhhau va' (which makes the name Agneya' applicable to 
“ both (Agni and Sonia) also. And the rule has been laid down by him 
“ in accordance with a passage that he met wdth in the Catafaiha Bnlh- 
"mana — viz., 'taacatwrdh.fi krtvS^ pnrwlfigam varlmhadarn karoti' (which 
“ speaks of * purodh^ui ’ in general as quartt'red),'' 

To this we viake the following reply : It is quite true that we liave 
tljc above text speaking of the Quartering as applying to all cakes in 
general; but it is restricted to particular cakes by means of passages found 
in other Rescensional Texts. 

It might be argued that — “ in the case of the Pra^itra also we could 
take the suhsoquent sentence as restricting the former general Injunction.*’ 
lint this is not possible ; as the .sentence spenkiiig of tlnit is meant to lay 
down ail accessory detail ; i.e., the expression ' having broken the liead ’ 
distinctly lays down such a detail ‘with regard to the liead ; and as such it 
is incapable of restricting the preceding general Injunction ; in the case in 
question on the other hand, the sentence ‘ Agnlyam., etc»,' makes the repeti- 
tion without mentioning any accessory detail ; and as such it is quite 
capable of restricting to itself the general Injunction (of Quartering). 

It might he argued that — “inasmuch as the texts (in different 
Rescensions) are far remote from each other, there could be no such restric- 
tion.” But this cannot hold ; because of the general law that ‘ that which 
is connected with something else, through its meaning, is to be taken along 
with it * ; and hence the general rule always goes forward to meet the 
special ; and as soon as it has met this latter, it becomes restricted to that 
particular ease. 

patapttt&a text quoted above may be taken as merely referring 
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to tlio previously mentioued particular cake by the general >vord ‘paro- 
daraiu,' ioT tlie puipose ot enjoining the ^ mrhishudatva ' (the laying <01 
the grass). And if this laying on the grass also be found to have been 
laid down previonsl}’', then the text may be taken merely as laving dowr, 
the order of the performance the laying on the grass should be per- 

rornied after tbe Quartering baa been done). 

Tims then, it is established that the Quartering is to he dom^ to the 
Ag^ieya cake only. ‘ 

The sentence in the Bkashya — ^ If there tvere no cake dedicated to Aqni 
alone, then fur the sake of saving the word from rneaniuglessness^ we could 
have taken it to signifg that which is dedicated to two Deities ’ — is an 
explanation of the sutra clause — ‘ lakshanarthd gnnacrutih ’ ; the sense of 
this is that if there were no cake dedicated to Agni alone, then, as in the 
case of the Manotd^ so here m 1 s(\ the wwd Agui ’ could bo taken as iiidi- 
CMting b'»th Agni and Soma. ; and the mention of the accessory ‘ Atrni ’ 
would, in that case, servo the purpose of this indication of both. As a 
innttei' of fact, however, there is a cake dedicated to Atini fdone: and hence 
it is to this cake aloiu* tliat the Quartering is to be done. 

Though it is true that the indicative factor is not eonnc(‘tod with tlie 
action (of Quartering), yet until the thing in (inestion is indicated by it, 
it cannot be oornprehended ; and conserpiently we accept that cake which 
is di>dicated to Agui alone. 


Thus emls the First Pa da of Adhyaya III. 



ADHYAYA III. 

PA DA IT. 


ADIIIKARANA (1). 

[The \f(intras expressive of Glwppiny a))ply to the PriumiT. | 

Sufvn (1) . Inasmuch as the auxiliary character of the Mantra 
would be based upon the meaning^ expressed by it, the connec- 
tion of the Mantra should be with the primary meaning ; as 
it is with this that it has eternal connection. 

We now proi.'oed to deal witli the applieation Manlni/i in aceord- 
ance with tlieii' own ‘ Liiiga. ’ By ‘ Linga* is meant the eapahilify of 
ft li 0 Afa/itn/. to sign ity something ; and as a matter of fact, this capiihility 
is sometimes foinuT to pertain to the direct primary, and sometimes fo tlie 
imllre(;t secondary, meaning. And honc(} in the case of Monfias^ it is 
(loiilitful whether they are to be used in tlieii: primary sense, or in the 
sceondat y one. 

Some people, labouring nnder the imprcs.sion tlrnt there is no second- 
ary meaning of Slantras, have pnt tlie ipiestion : W/kU is tht^ Pt iynanj^ 

und irhut Uu' Htxondary ? ” 

In the Sutras I -iv — 2ll td serj. we liave taken for grnnti.'d the e.xis- 
tenct* of the .secondary .signitioation as an established fact, and thmi 
considered the various bases of such signification, whicli have been shown 
to be incapable of abandoning the Primary signification : and lienee the 
diseii.ssion that we are taking up now fvvhci’ein we a,ie going to establish 
tlie existence of tlie Secondary signification) must he taken as really 
preceding the Sntra T— iv~23. 

The an.svver to the above question, given by the BliHshtja^ is as fol- 
lows: The direct denotation of tlie words of the Mantra is the ‘ Primary ’ 
or “ MuJekya,^* because, like the /are, * mukha ’ of the human fadns, it is tlie 
first to appear ; and the ‘ Secondary ’ or “ Qauna' is that which is implied hy 
that denotaf^n ; it is called “ Gauna ” because it is due to the presence of 
a certain property or ‘Giina. * The above interpretation of the word 
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‘ Muhhya^ is also supported by its etymolo^ry — the word being formed as 
^ Mukha-^ya/ in accordance with the Sutra (Pamni V — iii— 10*3), tlie 
affix denoting (hence ^ Muhhya' is that which U nmilar h the 

mnkhci or face). 

Against these definitions, the opponent raises the following objec- 
tions : — * 

“ Inasmuch as the word is denoted by the word ‘ ' it would 

apply equHlly to all meanings of words. That is to say, it is absolutely 
“ impossible for the property of one thing to appear in another ; and 
“ hence the ‘ gaum ' or ‘ secondaiy ’ cannot be explained as due to the 
“ ap2>earauce of a projperty. Thus then, whenever a word is uttered, if a 
“ certain meaning is found to be expressed by it, — either directly or in- 
“ directly — it inevitably leads to the assumption of a coiTespondiug expres- 
“ sive potency in the word ; and whether the meaning he the direct or the 
“indirect one, it is, in cither case, uiiintermpted by any other meaning; 
“ and as such, being the first to be comprehended, it must be called 
“ ‘ muhhya ’ or ‘ Primary * (and thus all meanings are erpially mukhya)> 
“ Having disposed ot* tlie definition given in the Bhashya, wo proceed to 
“consider the other definitions. 

“Some people explain the terms as follows: — ‘That is the Mukkya 
“ ‘ which is denoted by the word independently of all snpernnnierary 
“ ‘ additions. That is to say, in all cases, a definiiion h that which s(‘rves 
“‘to differenfiate a thing from others; and there is no doubt that the 
“ ‘ gmina or secondary moaning is that which depends upon something 
“ ‘ else. For instance, tlie word 'Agnf by itself denotes Fire ; but it does 
“‘not, in the same vva 3 % denote the Boy (in the sentence Aynirmdnavakah 
“ ‘ — Hoy is fire) ; and the only reason for this is that in the denoting of 
“ * the Boy, the word Agnt depends upon its proximity to the other word 
“ ‘ uit\nax>aka. Even in a case where no second word is found, the opera- 
“ ‘ tion of the word found is always aided, in its indirect signification, by 
some other word, which, though not expressly mentioned, is implied by 
“ ‘the context, etc., and thus such cases are also included in the aforesaid 
“‘definition; because in both cases, there is the common basis of the 
“ ‘ signification of the >vord, in the shape of a certain property or gum' 

“ But it is not so ; because even in the case of secondary signification 
“that you liave cited, all tliat the proximity of the second word does is to 
“ bring to liglit the meaning of the first word ; and thus the second word 
“being only an illuminative fa.ctor, the definition of * Mfikhy a' is not in- 
“ applicalile to that case. 

That is to say, though the eye stands in need of light^^^t colour is 
“ universally acknowledged to be its object ; and though the Primary mean* 
“ ing stands in need of a due perception of the letters composing the 
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‘•woni, tbeir order of sequence, their accompanying vowels, and a due 
“ I'einemhrance of the various relationships of the word,— yet it is 
“ acknowledged to be the Primary meaning ; and in the same manner, the 
“ second word cannot be required as a necessary element in the signiii- 
‘‘cation of the meaning, unless it has the requisite potency ; and even if it 
were required, it would be required only as an illuminative agent ; and 
“ thus, "taking the place of the method (of signification), it could not 
“deprive the meaning of its Primary character. Thus then, even witl»- 
“out the second word, the meaning of the first continues intact; but for 
“some leason or other, it is not duly manifested (to he coinpreheiisiblc) ; 
“just as the word ‘ </5 ’ is not quite directly comprehended ns denoting 
“ the ‘ Earth, * 

If you deny the illuminative character of the second word, and 
“take both words to be equally expressive of tJio moaning in question, 
•'oil tli,e ground that the expression agnirmdnavLikah ’ is always found toh«> 
•‘expiessive of that meaning; then in that case, the meaning in question 
‘ would have to he accepted as expressed by the two words taken collcc- 
“ tivfcdy, — and as such the expression would be similar to the compound 
wold ugvakarna (denoting a plant) ; and on that account, each of the 
‘ coinpoiient words (both ^ agni^ n.m\^ mdnavaka') would have to ho 
“ uccepted as herein used in their secondary meanings ! 

“ As a matter of fact, however, the meaning in question could not 1)(> 
“ taken as expressed by the two words collectively ; because, from con- 
“ comitance as well as non-concomitance in usage, we find the two words 
having two distinct meanings. Two words are known as one compound 
“ word only in a case wliere the meaning of the component parts is 
“ completely set aside, and the parts themselves are cognised as irisepa- 
“ rable. In the case of the expression ‘ Agnirmnnavakak,' however, we 
•'find that while the word ^ Agni^ expresses something yellowish and 
‘ bright, the word " MTmavnka' denotes a wholly different thing, a 
“ certain aggregate of physical matter; and as .such both words, expressing 
“ something distinct, are found to be used in their primary meaning. 

“Some people, however, with a view to show, by means of the deno- 
“ taiiou of each component part, that the two words form a com])osite 
word, offer the following explanation: ‘That the Mdnavaka is hright, 
“ is the meaning of the sentence {agmrmdniivakah)^ in which the elements 
“ of the denotations of both component words are jierceptible ; ju.st as in 
“the case of the expression blue lotus; and as such that meaning is 
“ found to be expressed by means of the meanings of the component 
“ woi*ds; and heuce with ref erence to the words themselves, it cannot but 
“ be regarded as secondary {ganna),\ 

“ But we reject this view also, for the following I'easons ; The meaning 
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“ in «(uestio»i could be fakca as that of the sentence, if tlie Agnitva and 
“ Mariavaicatva liad inhered in a single substance, as in the case of the 
‘‘ expression blue lotus^ the blueness and the character of lotus both in- 
“ here in the individual lotus before ns. As a matter of fact, howevei’, 

“ we find tliat the word ‘ agnih ’ cannot be taken in its primary sense of 
“ agnitva (ns this does not inhere in the Boy) ; nor can you hold it to he 
“ directly signilicant of bright yellowishmss ; because that would liririg 
“you over to our side; hence the meaning in question cannot ho 

“ vegaided as that of a sentcmce. 

“ Consequently it umst be admitted that the functioning of the word 
“ ^ AgnV is exactly of the same character, with reference to fire, as also 
“ with rolV'ience to tlie hrigktuess of tlie Boy ; and hence both these 
** meanings should be regarded as equally Primary. 

“ In Ihe HliAshi/a we have the sentence — ' agni(^ahilo mUnavahasya nhfii- 
“ ‘ <//iU/Vr and the genitive in " mnnavakasya^ denotes the connection ol 
“the Boy with Ihiyhtnt^ss, Jind not that with tlie denoting word agni'}, 
“ Because, in the first place, the form of tlie Boy is not cognized from 
“ the word ' oyni,' and sec.ond'y, because if the two words were wdiolly 
“ synonViMous, the t^vo could never have been used at the saim! 

time. 

“ I'lie following reasoning might he brought forward : * That ivlilch 

“ is well knoini an fhr (Imotatiou of a trord is its Primary moaning, etc., etc. 
“ That i.s fn say, not taking into consideration the operation of tJic 

“ second, word, we shall admit, as the basis for declaring tlie Primary and 

“ Secondary character of meanings, the fact of ilieir being w^ell or 
“ not well known (respectively), on Which fact is based the use of the 
“ companion word (in such sentences as agnirmanarakok).^ 

“ To tliis argument, we make the following reply : The 'prasiddhi 
“ of a mefiniiig ('on.si.sls only in its being comprehended, and nothing more 
“ or loss ; and hence the differentiation of the Primary and the Secondary 
cannot very well bo said to be based upon that. 

“ Oui' opponent next proceeds to show that the required differentia- 
“ l ion would be made on the ground of the greater or less extent of the 
“ use made by the speaker, in consideration of the greater or less know- 
ledge of the person spoken to; and to this effect ho makes the folio w- 
“ ing declaration : ‘ That which is most used etc., etc.^ 

“ And to this we make the following reply : If a certain denotative 
“ potency of a word has been once recognized, it cannot be rejected, 
even it lie found to be used very little ; and hence there cannot fee any 
“ difference betw^eeii the greater used and the less used. In this oomifec- 
“ tion also we can cite the example of the word * go,' which is accepted 
“ as equally primainly expressive of the Ooiv and the Earth, though it is 
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r‘ very much more used in the former sense than in the latter. To this 
''effect, we have a proverb: ‘ We appease our hunger mostly by means of 
. " bread, and only seldom by means of sweetmeats; but that docs not 
“make the bread the primary and the sweetmeats the secondary (means 
“ of appeasing hunger).’ " 

We^now proceed to show the difference between the Primary and the 
Secondary mearfings: Though there is a coextensiveness of the meaning 
cf the word *agni* with the mUnavaka^ yet, in accordance with the rule 
arrived at in connection with the word ‘urimfl,* as we find that there is 
a denotation (by the word ' Agni*) if there is some similarity (between 
that and the Boy), and none when there is no such similarity, — and also 
that the woi*d (*Agm*) is used also in connection with things other 
than the Boy, when such things are found to have some sort of a similarity 
with it, and not in connection with those that have no such similarity, — 
it is tills similarity (to, Agni) that is the necessary qualificiation ; and as 
such it is this similarity that is the first to be denoted by the word 
' Ayni' ; then inasmuch as the similarity to Agni cannot he cognized until 
ilm Agni or Fire itself is cognized, the Fire comes to be expressed even 
Ijui’oi'e the Similarity ; and all the rest (in the sentence ‘ agnirm^navakah ’), 
being indicated by tlie relationship of that Similarity (which indicates the 
Buy as qualified by it), does not come to be spoken of as directly expressed, 
being, in this mattei*, just like the Individual (which is held to be indicated 
as the correlative of the Class which Is denoted by the word). And we 
have already explained that there are various common properties — such 
us brightness etc.---belonging to the Fire and to the Boy. 

Thus then, there being an actual difference between the Primary 
and the Secondary, it becomes necessary to pi’oceed with the question 
s farted in the present Adhikarana. 

Thus then, together with the three aUernatives of the secondary 
character spoken of under SHtra I — iv — 23, there are nine such alterna- 
tives as follows: (1) Indicating something after wholly renouncing its 
own meaning, (2) a mixture of both, (3) assumption, (4) operating with 
tlie help of a companion word, (5) the two words taken together as one 
composite whole, (6) the whole taken as a sentence, (7) the lesser extent 
‘‘f its knowledgpe, (8) the lesser extent of usage; having shown the 
Hn possibility of admitting any of these eight alternatives, we have 
established (above) the ninth definition of the secondary character. 

On the question started, we have the following 

^ PtTRVAPAKSHA. 

“/inasmuch as the word is always subservient to something else, 
both the Primary and the Secondary meanings are equal; because 
183 
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nothing more is gained by the direct denotation of a word. The advau- 
■ ‘ tage gained by this view is that, when we find, in the context of 
the Darga^PUrnamdsai certain mantras with the word ^Pushan,' we do 
not find it necessary to remove these mantras to another sacrifice, even 
though there is no such deity as Pushan in the Darga^PUrnamnsa ; 
“ because the word ‘ Pfishait’ indirectly indicates Agni^ which is a Deity 
at that sacrifice ; while if any preference were to be® shown to the 
“ direct denotation of the word ‘ Pushan,* then it would be necessary to 
“ remove the mantras from the context in which they are actually men- 
tioned in ihe Veda. In the same manner, inasmuch as the woid 
‘ Agni ’ would indicate the ‘ Surya* the Injunction (that ‘ the ectype is to 
“ be performed in the same way as the archetype ’) would be duly fol- 
lowed, even without changing the words of the mantra (i.e. the Saurya 
“ cam is a modification or ectype of the Agneya cam, and the vxantrn laid 
** down for the latter being ‘ agnayS tvd etc.*, when one comes to offer the 
Saurya earn, he employs the same mantra ; but as the Deity is not 
“ Agni, but SUrya, in this case he changes * AgnayB tvd ’ into ‘ Surydya 
“ tvd * ; and this change would not be necessary according to the Pflrra- 
paksha, as the word * Agni * would be as significant of Surija as of Agni)'* 


SIDDHANTA. 

« 

To the above, we make the following reply : Mantras become auxili- 
aries to sacrifices, only on account of their capability of expressing cer- 
tain meanings ; and when they have this purpose served by their direct 
Primary meanings, the acceptance of their secondary meaning would in- 
volve the necessity of assuming another text. 

That is to say, in accoi’danco with the law laid down under the Sutra ^ 
TI— i-- 31, the Mantras, even in tlieir direct significations, lead to the 
assumption of texts, pertaining to their application. And hence if we 
were to accept them in their secondary signification, which totally aban- 
dons the primary, then in both cases it would be necessary to assume 
Vedic texts. And even while the mantra indicates the secondary meaning, 
if it denote, beforehand, its primary meaning also, — then, inasmuch as 
there would be no reason for passing over this primary .meaning, when 
the text pertaining to that meaning has been once assumed, ail the 
requirements ot the mantra, of the sacrifice in question, as also of the 
Injunctions regarding the study of the Veda, will have been faljllled by 
that text; and hence there would be no groupd for assuming aiy other 
text ; and the mantra could not be applied in its secondary aen^j^i; ' 

Further, the recitation of the mantra having its purposes Inlfilled 
(by its primary meaniog), there would be nothing with ii^icative 
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power ttiisuppressed, which could poiat to its secondary meaning; and 
hence the secondary meaning is rejected. 

Then again, in a case where it is the set^ondaiy meaning that is 
liesired to be conveyed, why should the primary meaning be also signi- 
tied ? It cannot be urged that this latter is signified, as without this the 
secondary would not be possible ; because this latter could be got at by 
means of due pondering, etc. 

If the two meanings were taken as optional alteniativea, then, thei’e 
being no permanence attaching to any one of them, in one case, the 
mantra would be wholly meaningless ; and if the primary meaning were 
never lost sight of, then that would be a tacit admission of our view of the 
question. 

And further, when the primary meaning of the mantra has been 
duly cognized, it is not right to make it expressive of any other meaning ; 
speoiSlly as the laying down of the mantra has its purposes served by 
its primary meaning. 

Thus then, the autra should be interpreted as follows: Inasmuch 
as the auxiliary character of the mantras is based upon their capability 
of expi*essing a meaning, they could be connected only with their original 
(primary) meanings ; becatise that is the moaning with which they are 
etornally and inseparably connected. 

« 

Siltm (2) : The Mantra, being a sanctiflcatory agent, could not 
apply to that which is not enjoined. 

Thai the mantras of the Darga-Ptirnamdsa do not apply to Puslum^ 
etc., which are not en joined as its Deities, is only reasonable ; because all 
mnvtiji cations appertain to that which has to bo sanctified] and heiico the 
indicative power of the mantra^ which is more authoritative than the 
context, would make it applicable to Pushan etc. and not to the Deities 
of the Durf;,a-Pfirnaindsa. 

Questio7i ; “ When these mantras have been removed from the place 

“ill which they are mentioned in the Veda, how could they be connected 
“ witli any Vedic actions? How too could the Indicative Power of the 
“ mantras pertain to the Deity only, in the absence of an indication 
“of their general applicability as subsidiaries to sacrifices ? ” 

Answer: The mantras in question are spoken of as ‘ Ydgarnmantram' \ 
and this name would serve to connect them with sacrifices ; and on account 
of the indicative power of the words of the Mantras^ they come to be 
employed in those sacrifices alone, at which Pmhan etc. are the Deities 
concerned. 

^ h^t is to say, unless the mantras were related to a certain sacrifice, 
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they could not be called ‘ Yagammianirana* ; and hence it is this name 
that points, in a jifeneral way, to the mantras being subsidiary to a sacii. 
fice. And when we come to consider the question as to the particular 
sacrifice to which they should belong, ina^mncbhs they could not belong 
to those to whom they are incapable of belonging, the indicative po\vi*r 
of the words of the mantras themselves come forward to point opt their 
applicabilitjr to such sacrifices as are connected with tliei Deities directly 
denoted hy the words' of the mantra (* Pushan * and the like). 



ADHfKARANA (2). 

[The Aindrt mantras apply to the Garha^atya,^ 

Siitra (3): The Mantra could not be applied in its dire t 
literal sense --because of the subsequent direction. 

Wo uow proceed to deal with an exception to the general rale arrived 
at in the foregoing Adhikarana. 

The sentence cited ifi connection with this Adhikarana is — * mvSgamih 
saixganiano vasummiti aindrya gftrhapahjamnjpatishthate ' ; and though this 
mantra is as applicable to the sacrificial fii‘e {Garhapatya) as to liidra, yet, 
the special mention of ^ aindryd* shows that it is to be taken in its direct 
sense, applying to Indra. Some people, however, take the present Adhi- 
kamna as based upon the sentence ‘ kad^ ca nabtarimsl .... Indian etc.* 

In both these sentences, however, the question is the same, viz, — Is 
the mantra to be taken ifi its direct liteml meaning; and as such recited 
as (ie.scriptive of «Indra ? or is it to be taken in its indirect moaning, and 
thereby a])plied to the sacrificial fire, on the strength of the subsequent 
direction V 

Even though we find tiie .subsequent direction distinctly connecting 
the Mantra with the sacrificial Fire, yet the Doubt is quite justifiable; 
because, as in the case of the word ^ arnnd" (vide Amnadhikaram), so 
liere also, the sacrificial Fire is not capable of being connected with a mantra 
speaking of Indra, Then again, in the case of the word ‘ arunif,* it was 
found that it was capable of being connected with the Furcha-se, through 
its qualification of the snhstance ; in the present case, on the other hand, 
inasmuch as the relationship of a w'ord with its meaning belongs to it 
naturally, and is not produced by any scriptural Injunction, the *gdrha- 
patya* could not, in any way, be connected with the ifawira in question 
(the words whereof are found to be expressive of Indra), Because the 
word ‘Indra’ (in ‘ Aindrya*) can never denote the sacrificial Fire. 

The sentence in quei^tion shovild be taken as an injunction of the 
De^cnjptVon ; because of the Atvianipdda ending in ' vpatishthatB*] as, in 
accordance with Panini’s Sutra l — iii— 25, the root upa-sthii with the li- 
^nanSpada affix expresses an action in which the mantra is an instrument^ 
and apart from Description, there is no other Action in which a Mantra 
can tjg the instrument. Thus then, if we take the word ‘ Aindryti * with 
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"upatUhthatgj the Injunction should be recognized as one Qf the Descrlj). 
tion of Indra; while if the word * upatishthatB * he taken with ^ gdrhapaf. 
yam^ then the accusative ending in the latter word should make the 
sacrificial Fire the object of description (by the Mantra), And which of 
these two constructions is correct, and which incorrect, is extremely doubt- 
ful, Specially as the sacnfiaial Fire is not known as another mean^of the 
Description of Indra, e 

On the above question, then, we liave the following 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

“ In accordance with the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing 
“ Adliikaranat the Mantra must be taken as applying to the Description of 
“ Indra, Then, as for the accusative ending in ‘ gdrhapatyamf it coiilrl 
he taken as indicating otlier agencies, such as the Locative or the 
“Ablative etc.; just as in the case qf the sentence '' saktun juliotif the 
“accusative in^saktun^ is taken as indicating the Instrumental; — simi- 
“ larly in the case in que.stion, inasmuch as the objectivity (expresscMi 
“ by the Accusative) is found to be incompatible, we can not attach 
“ any direct significance to it, and must take it as indicating mere ayeucy 
“ in general. Consequently, in accordance with the Sutra VI— -i— -1, the 
Bacrificial B'i re {Gtlrliapatya) becomes siihsuliary to the Description {of 
“ Indra), 

“ Says the Bhashya — ^ yadva npastJianavif^Bshanavi sambandhdd gar- 
hapatyaiiabdah,^ Some people explain thi.s sentence as meaning that 
“ the word ‘ gdrhapatya ’ indicates Indra, Thus then, the word ‘ g&rha- 
pat yam ’ becomes capable of being taken in two different ivays ; (1) the 
“ Accusative ending may be taken in its indirect and the basic noun in 
“its direct sense; or (2) the basic noun may be taken as indicating 
“ Indra, through the fact of both (the Fire and Indra) being accessories of 
“the sacrifice, and the Accusative ending may be' taken in its direct 
“ sense of objectivity, 

“ The sentence of the Bhashya in question however could be taken 
“ as meaning that the sacrificial Fire is a qualification of the Dcscnptmh 
“ — i.e., of the root-meaning apart from the denotation of the affix (in 
^ upatishthate^). That is to say, what is incompatible is the fact of the 
“ JPire and the Mantra both pertaining to the same Action ; i.e,, the Fire can- 
“ not be the objective of that of which the Mantra is the instrument ; and the 
“ Mantra cannot be the instrument of that of which the Fire is the objec- 
“tive. Then in the word uyatishthatef which fs made up of a Verbal 
“ Root and an Affix, there are two functions mentioned ; the Root denoting 
“the standing y end the Affix expressing And we li|Ryo aL 
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“ready explaii^d the agency of the Fire with reference to the Description ; 

and what is mentioned is the fact of the Fire beiinj: the direct objective 
“of that which is expressed by the affix. Thns then, the meaning of tlje 
“ Injunction, contained in the sentence in question, cotnes to be that, ‘owe 
** should describe Indra while standing by the sacrificial Fire/ Tliough, 
“on account of tlie denotation of the Affix being the predominant factor, 
“it would be proper for tlie Fire to be spoken of as the objective of that, 
“yet, on account of its inherent incapability of being .snob an objective, 
“it is separated from that and taken as the objective of that action whicli 
“ is de«ioted by the verbal Root. 

“For these reasons, the Mantra in qne.stiY>n cannot bo applied in its 
“«lirect primary signification.” 


SIDDHANTA. 

TTo the above, we make the following reply : On account of tlio sub- 
sc(juent direction, the Mantra cannot be taken in its primary meaning. 
Because when it becomes necessary to take one of the two— the BrShmana 
or the Mantra^ — in its indirect secondary meaning, it is always the Ma7itm 
that is so taken; because this latter is merely descriptive in its character. 

For in.stance, in the case in question, it is directly denoted by the 
Accusative ending in * gdrhapafyam/ that this Fire is the objective of t he 
principal action e«cpres.sed by the affix (in ^upitislliatB^); and hence the 
Aindri mantra in question must be taken as to bo employed in the des- 
cription of that Fire. And then, if in consideration of the subsequent 
direction aindryH gdrhapatyam upatishthatB*)^ the Mantra comes to lose 
its primary signification, it must be accepted as an inevitable fact. Be- 
cause it is absolutely necessary to take either the Brtihmana (^aindrya 
(jarhapahjam etc/) or the mantra {/ nioeganah^ etc.’) in the indirect .secon- 
dary sense. But, as for the Brdhmana, inasmuch as it embodies the Injunc- 
tion of something not mentioned elsewhere, it is the first to function; 
and hence in a matter which is not amenable to the authority of any other 
means of knowledge save the Vedic Injunction, such a Brahmana sentence 
cannot be taken in the secondary sense. As for the Mantra, on the other 
hand, it is found to be descriptive of things laid down in tlie Brahma na 
sentence, and hence it depends, for its functioning, upon that sentence ; 
consequently it must be taken in its indirect secondary signification, as 
^ipart fix)m its primary meaning, which is incompatible with the BrSh- 
ma«a sentence. 

In this way we are gaved frpm the contingency of taking the Accusa- 
tive as indicating agency in gener^ whereby the Fire could be connected 
as a qualification (as nrged in the Purvapahsha) , Nor could the word 
^ any way be etymologically explained as denoting Indra*, 



1064} , TANTJlA-YAimKA. ADIT, fll— pAPA IL — ADHI. (2). 

-coiiflequeiitly the word cannot biifc be taken in its universally recognized 
|)nraary meaning of Fire. 

Siltra (4): Even though the relationship of the word to its 
meaning is not created by scriptural injunctions, yet the 
Description in question would pertain to the Fire, in°view 
of certain common properties. 

Objection: “ As a matter of fact vve find the mantra wholly incap - 
“ able of being applied to the Fire. Because, in the first place, it involves 
“ ranch trouble to take the word * India ’ (in the mantra) in its secon- 
“dary signification; and then too, inasmuch as there is not the least 
“ similarity (between Indra and Fire\ the word could not, even indirectly, 
“indicate the Fire. Even a hundred directions could not make the word 
“ ^ Indra ^ capable of denoting the Fire. Nor is ‘ Indra ’ a technical name 
“ for the Fire, like the technical name of * guna ’ given to ‘ at ' and ‘ ga ’ ; 
“ because the relationship of the w'ord to its signification is not known to 
“ he based upon scriptural injunctions.’* 

E^ly : It is quite possible for fire to be indirectly sjioken of as 
‘Indra,’ — (1) because of the connection (of both with the sacrifice), 
(2) because the word * Indra' is made up of the root (which 

signifies lordship) , and the Fire also is the ‘supreme lord’ over 

its own actions (and as such it ivS quite capable of being called ‘ Indra '). 

Thus then, there being no other correct way of taking the mantra^ 
'we cannot but take it in its secondary sense. 



ADHIK.VHANA (J\). 

[ Tlie manl^as speaking of ralf/ntf are h) bo oaiplovoil in (\alHiig.] 

Siitrfi (6) : “The same may be said to be the case with Calling.” 

We have tlealt with the general rule that Mantras are to be taken in 
their pi’imarj sense, and also with an exception to this rnle. We now 
proceed to cousidoi* which cases are subject to the general rule and which 
to the exception. 

There is a mantra — ^Havishhrt elii He ' — which speaks of the calling 
of life sacri fleer’s wife, who prepares the ofteriiig material ; and with re- 
gard to this mantra^ we have the following question: Is it to be applied to 
that OalHntji the mention of ‘threshing,’ in the direction accompanying the 
viautra iti triravaghnan &hvayaU'), being explained as pointing out the 
time for the ‘ calling’ ? Or, on the strength of the direction, the mantra 
is to be applied to the ‘ threshing,’ which is the first to be mentioned in 
the Direction, and not to the ‘calling,’ to which it literally pertains? If 
the direction construed as ‘ havishkrt eJit iti nvaghnaUf ahvayaU * (while 
threshing with the mantra havishkrt ctc»f ho should call then the mantra 
becomes subsidiary to the Threshing. While if it be construed as ‘ avagh- 
nan Bten^hvayati etc' (‘while threshing, he calls with the mantra') ^ tlic 
mantra becomes, from its very words, connected with the *, (’ailing ’ ; and 
then the Direction would be taken as layijig down the luiinbor ‘ three ' 
with reference to the mantra to be recited at the time of the iJallnig ; 
in this case the word * avaghnan' being taken as indicating the time (of 
the threshing) ; and thus the Direction does not abandon its true signi- 
lication; and the mantra also is applied according to its direct signifi- 
cation. 

On this question, then, we have the following 
PtJttVAPAKSHA. 

“On account of the direct mention of the ‘ Tlireshiiig/ and of the 
“fact of the ‘ Calling’ being mentioned by the word of the Mantra itself, 
“and lastly of the capability of the Threshing being taken, somehow or 
“othei% as the ‘maker of the offering material ’ (Havishkrf )^ — the mantra 
“cannot be taken in its literal sense; specially as, the property of 
making the offering material * belonging to tlie Threshing also, the latter 
“ could 4e iiyjicated by the word * havishkrt ' in the jnantra'' 

m ’ . 
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SIDDHINTA. 

Sutra (6): Not so; as it is the Injunction of time; because it 
is actually known as such. 

luasinucU as the subsequent Direction distinctly pertains to the 
three-fohi repefition, it cannot be taken as laying down the speci- 

ally as the aflix ‘pa/r* (in ^ avaghnan*) denotes a qualifying character- 
istic ; and it is this characteristic that is refeiTed to (in the Direction), 
That is to say, the word ^ avaghnan' distinctly denotes the Agent as 
subservient to the Itoot-meaning, being connected witl» Die qualifying 
chavacteinstic (of Threshing^ which forms that meaning) ; because such 
is the force of the peculiar Present Participle Affix ‘ gatr ’ — vide P^nini 
in — ii — 126. And thus our view of the case does not militate against the 
direct meaning of any word. Consequently we must take the Direction 
as enjoining the * tliree-f oldness,’ witli reference to all that has been said 
before (viz. the calling, the reciting of the mantra, the Agent, etc., etc.) ; 
and nothing else ; as all else would bring about a split of the sentence. 

Then as for the 7V»ic, inasmuch as its existence is implied by its 
own inherent capability, it cannot be taken as enjoined by the Direction 
in question ; and what the sUtra means by ‘ Injiwctmii is only mere 
‘mention’ ov ^ Declaration,* Specially because the ^Threshing* itself haw 
been enjoined in the original Injunction * vrihhiavahanti * ; but still it 
comes to bo pi’onounced thrice, by being repeated three timcS ; conseqiieiitlv 
the Direction in question must be taken ns enjoining this Repetition] and 
under the cii’ciimstances, it could not but be taken as enjoining the Tittv. 
As Ave have already explained, in connection with the direction ‘ ycivojj'i- 
viko'-hhyaftah,' that the Time and the Repetition are the cause of eacdi 
other’s Injunction. 

It has been urged by the Purvapakshiif that “ the Threshing could he 
taken as the * Havishkrt ' (maker of the offering material).” And lo this, 
we make the following reply : — 

Siitra (7) : Because of the non existence of property. 

In denying the application of the Mantra to the Threshing^ on account 
of the non-existence, in it, of the property of ' Havishhrt,' — Avhat wc 
mean is that it is not capable of being called (or addressed), which '^calling ’ 
i.s distinctly mentioned by the words of the mantra, 

. Or, the sufra may be taken to be an ansAver to an objection from out- 
side, — thiH ohject ion being — “Inasmuch as the Direction pertains to 
“ the three- fold repetition, it cannot be taken as enjoining the 
“ which latter can be taken as pertaining to the ‘ through tire 

“ direct denotation of the words of the Mantra itself.” : ii; ' 
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In this case, the sense of the reply, embodied in the sttiniy would be 
as follows Thon^h you eonld, in some way or other, assume tlie Thresh- 
ing to he the * maker of the offering material/ yet the .subsofjuent woinI 
^nhvayati* (Calls) would be absolutely meaningless, in regard to the 
inanimate Threshing. And further, we hiid the Vocative case-ending 
(in * J{aiHshkrt *)i and then an order or rcM(aest (to come) contained in the 
won! ^ ihif* wlfich is in the Second Person Singular; all tin's wonhl bo 
absolutely meaningless if the Mantra were applied to the Threshing. On 
the ^)ther hand, when the Mantra is applied to the sacnfirers wlfey who is 
an animate and intelligent being, all that has been indicated becomes appli- 
cable and useful; consequently the words of tin? Mautra cannot bo accepted 
as applying it to the Threshing. 

^ SUtvfi (8) : Also, on account of the implications. 

Close upon the soutonce nmlor consideration, wo iiud the sentence 
' Vru/vai havlshkrt,' whore we lind the ‘imiker of the offering niat«Tial’ 
eulogised distinctly as a feminine character; and this would be iipjdicahle 
only to the sacrifioer’s wife; as otherwise (if it were taken ns applying 
to the Tlu'eshmg)j inasmuch as the action (of Threshing) lias not its 
gender restinoted to the feminine, — being, as a matter of fact, of an im- 
perceptible gender,— the eulogy in question coxild bo applied to it, only 
indirectly, by applying the %cord * KriijiV (whicli is in the Feminine gender). 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the mantra is subsidiary 
to the Calling. 

Sutra (9) : There would be an incompatibility of the Injunc- 
tion, if the mantra in question were taken as applying to 
Threshing. 

Inasmuch as there ai*e other mantras distinctly laid down in connec- 
tion with the Threshing^ these would be incompatible witli the Purvapaksha 
theory ; while as the mantra in question is the only one that is laid down 
in connection with the 0 ailing .t thei*e would be no incongruity in its 
being applied to the Calling. 



ADHIKARAIJIA (4). 

[The mantras speaking of Agniviharam are applicable to itself.] 

Siltra (10): So also with * rising* and ‘giving vent.* 

[In connection with the Jyotuhiomat we find the sentences, ‘ uttishinn 
anvl\ha aipihlatjnhf rlhnrn^' and * tmttv,n lamnfa iti vacam visrjati'\ and 
in regard In these, tIuMM* nrisesi a question as to whether the two manh'iL< 

* aqnldngnin, eh'.’ and ‘ rratan krnutn^ pIc ' are enjoined as applying to the 
‘rising’ and tlio ‘giving vent to speech’; or these two latter are men- 
tioned simply with the purpose of pointing ont the time of the recitation 
of the two manlrasJ] 

The present siitm is an Atidegasutra^ and as such all that has been 
said under the foi^egoing Adhiharana is to he construed along with this 
also. The only difference between the two cases is that in the previous 
Adihiltaram, it was the word avaghnan*) in the subsequent direction 
that was taken as pointing out the time, whereas the j-vord taken as such 
in the present instance occurs in the Injunctive sentence itself, 

PORVAPAKSHA. 

“ The basis of the present Purvapaksha lies in the fact that in the 
“ case of the Directive sentence considered in the previous Adhikafana^ 
“ we found that it could not be taken as enjoining the Mantra^ because 
“ it was taken up by the injunction of the three^fold repetition ; and the 
“ case with the sentences in question is not so. 

“Says the Bhiishya — ^MtthanSna agniridhijatB* (the fire is brightened 
“up by rising) ; and the sense of this is that the Rising is spoken of in 
“the mantra, which thus would become subsidiary to the Rising; and 
“ then the mantra would cease to bo directive (in its signification) ; and 
“ hence there being no second person to be addressed by the mantra (which 
“ has to be simply recited by the sacrificer when rising), the Imperative 
“affix in ^vihara' will be taken in the sense of time present, and the* 
** agniviharam {walking round the fire) will be done by the priest; and 
“as such it would be quite possible for the PriesUs Rising to be mentioned 
“by the mantra in question, which is distinctly found to speak of other 
••actions of the same person. 

“In the same manner, the sentence ‘ krnuta* maycb“tf«ken hs 
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of *vnit* (.speech), just like (lie sentence * r/fi^ /rjfj/afn) be- 
“ cause the speech being located in tlie mouth, the cupability of the mcutJi 
‘‘ to observe the penance (vruln) could very well be alfributed to the speech ; 

‘ the sense of the sentence would thus be that ‘it is time to observe the 
“penance of speech.’ As for the Plural number in ‘Aranta,’ it could be 
“explained as based upon the plurality of speech due to the diversity of 
“its location, iu the Palate, the Throat, etc., etc.” 

SIDDHANTA. 

Jkcaim nf the non-existence of property ( Sutra 7) —that is to say, inas- 
nnich as the risiuy and the (fiviug vent do not possess the (lualilications 
mentioned in the jnanfras, — this latter could not be applied to them, 
is wliat is meant by tho answer given in the Bhds/ij/a -Aiuit if f lie 
mantras wore to be recited in connection with the risintj and the yiviny 
vont-i it would be sot only with a view to an impoiceptible end. And 
further, we shall explain later on that the Second Person is not possible 
unless there is a certain direction. 

Then as for the ‘ fdhga ’ (Indicative word, spoken of in SiUra 8), one 
could be easily fouml, on looking closely into the Vedic texts. 

Lastly, there would also be an incompatibility (of the Pnrvapaksha 
Jheory) with a distinct Inj miction {Sutra 9); that is to say, we find a 
distinct mantra — ^yhh paiiundmTshahhah^ etc.' — enjoined in connection with 
the giving vent to speech ; and there would he an infringenient of this 
Injunction, if the mantra ‘ vratam, eta.' were applied to tho same Action. 



ADMJfCAllANA (5). 

f 

[Tlio Sukiavnka is subsidiaiy to <lie OlFevinf^ of tlie gi^ss-bmidlo.] 

Siitrn (11) : In the Suktavaka we have the injunction of timei 
because it is subservient to the purpose of something else/’ 

[111 connection witli tlie Dar^a-P nrnamnsd we find the senteiui* 
^ prastr/mm pnihamfi^ ; and there arises the question as to 

whether this sentence lays down the Suktacnka as suhsidiar}" to the 
of the i/ru'is-hnndle, oi* it only indicates the Thne. Aiyl on this question we 
have tlic* followiiijf*: — J 

PCRVAPAKSHA. 

“ The Suktovftka the mantra ‘Idam dyHmptiihivl^ etc*) serves tlio 
“ pui*pose of pointinpf out the Deity, and the Pmatura (the Bundle of 
“ grass) serves as the place for the keeping of the Sruk ; and hence both of 
“ these, having their purposes served independently of each other, do not 
“ stand in need of being related to each othor by the* i*elationship of the 
“ Primary and the Subsidiary ; — and hence the sentence must be taken us 
“ pointing out the Time, The Instrumental ending in ‘ auktavStkBna ’ may 
“ be explained as indicating tlie qualifioatioii (PHnini II — iii — 21). 

“ The BhUshya speaks of tlie Bundle of grass having its purpose fulfilled: 
and the sense of this is that inasmuch as the Bw%dle of grass is the 
“ objective of the Pratipattikarma (offering of Disposal), it has a certain 
“ predominance attaching to it ; and as such it could not be taken as 
“ subsidiary, either to the SMavSha, or to the Deity mentioned in the 
“ SuktavSka, In the same manner the SuktavRka also, together with tlie 
“ Deity (therein mentioned), is not capable of being taken as subsidiary to 
“ the Bundle of grass.** 

SIDDHANTA. 

HUtva (12) : The sentence contains an Injunction (of the mantra 
with reference to the Offering of the Grass-Bundle) ; as other- 
wise the name ^Ti^yS’ could not be applied to it, without 
reason. 

In the Beutenoe ^ auktavUkSna prastaram praharati* we . find that the 
SuktavUkii is distinctly mentioned as connected with (of 

Prafearana, offering) r and the Instrumahtality thus distiimtlyH;^ 
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cannot be set aside ; specially because of the gimt authority attaching to 
the signification of the csse*ending (in ' sflklavdhena '). Thus then, the 
word ^$uktai>aha* would, in its direct meaning, be connected with the 
Action ; otherwise what would be connected with the action would be the 
h*»nc indirectly indicated by the Suktamka, And it is only the Suktavaka 
that is ^aken as subsidiary to the Action; and being thereby similar in 
ehaiTicter to the other subsidiaries of sacrifices, it becomes capable of 
having the name applied to it ;— as is done in the declaration 

^ sTiktavdka e,vn ydjydqahdah' 

In connection with this last declaration, a side-question is raised as 
to whether the SuktavGka is a real Tdjydj or the name is applied to it 
only figuratively. The difference made by these two is very gi^eat ; for 
instance, if it be a real Ydjyd^ all the accessory details laid down in 
ooimection with Yajyds would apply to the Suktavaka also,— such details 
as Se mentioned in the sentences, ‘ dsino yajati^' ‘ mavfinam yajati^ 
'yajydyfl adhi vashatkarotif *ptirdnnvdkydnca prathamnm prayuAktS' \ 
while if the name were spplied to it only by way of Praise, then none 
of the said details would have to be observed. 

On this side -question, we have the following PUrvapaksha : ^‘All the 
‘^said details should be observed; because a ^Ydjyd* is that wherehy 
“ a sacrifice is perfwrimd ; and as a sacrifice is performed by means of the 
“ t>iiktavdka, there js no doubt as to this latter being a real Yfijyd, 

“ Against this, the following argument might be urged : * The feniinine 
“ affix (in ‘ Ydjyd *) would not be compatible witli the SMavnka, which, 
not being a is devoid of the feminine characten / 

“But this does not affect our position; because we find the name 
‘ ’ Rppbed to the mmul ydjyil, etc., which are not Rks. 

“Then, it might be urged that — ‘in the case of the saci'ificial 
“ accessories, mentioned in the Yajurveda, we find that even though they 
“ are accessories in the perfonnance of sacrifices, they arc not called 
“ ‘ yi^jyds ’ ; and hence the mere fact of being accessory in the performance 
“ of sacrifices cannot be sufficient ground for the application of the name 

* ; hence that alone should be accepted as Ydjyd^ which is actually 
spoken of as ‘ Yflyy/I.’ 

“ But, in that case, inasmuch as we have the declaration ‘ suktavaka (>va 
the said accessory details would certainly apply to the Suktavdka, 

* Nor can this declaration be taken as applying the iiame only figuratively ; 

* because we find the two quite proximate to each other — which is the 
principal basis of direct relationship. 

“ Then again, the word ^ is a generic term ; and as such could 

not be taken as applying to certain definite things only, unless we had 
a de^itiQn distinctly laid down (as governing its application) ; and such 
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“ a definition would bo something like this: ‘That which, mentioned in 
the section on Homa, is found to be an auxiliary in the performance of 
“ saciifices, is Yajy^*; and this definition would be quite applicable to the 
“ SuktaviVca. Consequently, it must be admitted that the Suhhvdka is a 
real TfijySf and this name is directly applicable to it,’^ 

Tn reply to this, we have the following SiddhUnta arguments.,: That 
‘ni antra j by which the sacrificing priest offers the sacrifice to the Deity 
connected with that sacrifice, is the Yfljya; because such is the univer- 
sally recognized fact. And, as a matter of fact, the SuhtavSka is not such 
iv mantra. 

As a rule, in all Primary sacrifices, everything connected with it is 
recognized as appearing in some such form as serves some useful purpose 
in the action. And as for the character of the ‘ Tajyct^'^ it is found to 
consist in the fact of a mantrii being laid down as serving the purpose of 
pointing to the Deity of the offered material. As for the Suktavdka^ it has 
not been mentioned, in the orgiuative Injunction, as serving the purpose 
of pointing to the Deity of tlio grass-bundle; as all that it does, is to men- 
tion the Deities to whom offerings have been made. 

It might be urged that the indicative power of the words of tijo 
Suktaofika would be set aside by the superior authority of tlio Direct 
Declaration (‘ sMavakBna prastaram praharati ’ ) . 

But this is not possible; because we shall show an the next siitra. 
that the Direct Declaration of a text is iucapable of restricting the applica- 
tion of the mantra unless it is supported by tlie indications of the words 
of the maw^ra itself,— this incapability being as pronounced as that of 
the declaration ‘ agnind sincatiJ 

Thus, then, we cannot admit the Snktavnka to be a real ydjya. Nor 
is there any such Ydjyd, as in which being contained, the Suktavdka could 
take to itself the details laid down for the Yajyti. 

It is a well-known fact that when an action has been previously 
recognized as a * sacrifice,* if a certain accessory of it happens to be men- 
tioned subsequently, that Accessory becomes known as ‘ Ydjyd.^ And in 
the case in question, we find that the offering of the grass-bundle has never 
been cognized as a ‘ sacrifice,’ before it came to be connected with the 
SuktamkS (in the sentence ^sUktavdkena prastaram praharati*); and 
thus there would be a mutual interdependence: the said offering boing' 
a sacrifice because of its connection with the Ydjyd in the shape of the 
Suktavdka, md this latter being a Ydjyd because of its connection with 
the sacrifice in tlie shape of the offering of the graes-bundle. 

This argument might be met in the following manner ; “Even 
* without being named ‘ Ydjydf the Sfiktmdkay merely as such, eohld very 
well be applied to the sacrifice, and then, it would beconi^the«^y<*yy^t 
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‘‘ by FeBSon o£ its connecHon with the Offering (Praliarana) in which the 
** predominant element is the sacrificial character^ which is pointed out by 
“its conneetiou with the Deity mentioned in the Ydjyn mantra (and thus 
“ th ere would be no mutual i nterdependence ) . ” 

To this we make the following reply: That wluch has not been 
known bs ‘ Ynjya^ either in the originative Injunction, or in its applica- 
tion, — how could it ever, subsequently, bo known as having that 
character P 

That is to say, it is only such a word as is wholly unknown, — the 
word *yiipa* f.i., — that can be taken in a sense indicated by the use to 
which it is subsequently found to be put. The word ‘ Yfij-yn,* however, 
is one tluit has its meaning well known, both at tho time of the origina- 
tive Injunction, and at that of its application ; and as such it does not 
stand in need of any subsequently appearing (diaractei*. As for tho ac- 
cessory details laid down in connection with tlie Ydjyci^, inasmuch as 
these are found to have acquired an existence, in conuection with the 
pi'oviously known sacrifices, they could not stand in need of the Y<ljyfi'» 
cliaiMCter, which would be acquired with great diflioiilty. If the SuktavfVca 
were a modification of the Yajy^, thou ' ynjyd/'-r.haracter would be as- 
certained by its fnnctiojis, jtjst as the yiSfpa-ohiiracter of the Parvihi and 
the KlialSvdli. As a matter of fact, however, it is a Primary in itself; 
and hencje the kno\nle«lge of its qualifications (or accessory details) could 
not depend upon its functions; and consequently the qualifications of the 
Ydjyd could not apply to it. 

Thus then, in the declaration — eva yajyh ’—the word ‘ eva * 
implies tlio fact of the name being applied to the Silktavdlca figuratively ; 
because the use of that word would have been possible only in case the 
name * Ydjyd ' were applietl to something that is not Ydjyd^ and not when 
it was applied to a real Ydjyd. For instattoe, in the next sentence— 

‘ Prastara ahutik ’ — the Bhdshya does not use the word ‘ Soa ’ ; for the 
simple reason that the Ihuti is real. That is to say, the word ‘ Prahnrana * 
does not apply to all sacrifices; but it is di'^tinctly a Hama ; because it 
consists of the actual throwing in of the offering also (and not a mere 
offering). Justus the etc. acquire the cl»aracter of Howu. b<*cause 

of their consisting in the action of Pouring^ so, in the same manner, tim 
' Praharana * has that character, on account of its consisting in the action 
of throwing in. 

Then again, the name ‘ Yfijyd’* is never meant to be directly applicable 
troths accessortes of Homa;, and the name is specially preclinied from the 
Suktavffka^ hy the fact of this latter ;being a Nigada ( Pilose), which is 
recognised on account of its being repeated in the manner of I’rose. And 
the appjjoability of the name * Tffjyd* tiW nig adas has distinctly 
135 
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prohibited, in the declaration—* ay^jyn eva nigadUhy' as it is with the help 
of mantras alone that sacrifices are performed. 

Though the name is thus precluded, yet the Bhitshya applies it, by 
way of eulogizing the SuJcfavfika, as by being connected with the Tdjyn 
the Suhtav^ka becomes highly praised. Nor can the declaration be 
taken as meant to be a glorification of both,— as in that case the gjorifica- 
tion would be wholly groundless (because the basis of glorification lies in 
the fact of one of them being far superior to the other). 

SUtva (13): It serves the purpose of indicating the Deities, 
because of its connection with them. 

It has been argued above, in the Pwrrrtjpafci/ia, that “inasmuch as 
the Suhtnvflha has its purpose duly fulfilled by the indication of the Deity, 
it cannot be employed over again (in connection with the offering of the 
grass’hundle)'* 

To this we make the folio wing reply : If the Direct Injunction and the 
Indication of the mantra words pointed to two distinct subsidiary charac- 
ters for the Suktavdka^ then alone could there be a contradiction (and 
consequent rejection) of the latter by the former. a matter of fact, 
however, both point to the same character ; and as such there can be no 
contradiction. ^ 

That is to say, though it is quite true that the words of the Suktavfiha 
itself point to the fact of its serving the purpose of indicating the Deity, 
yet this indicative capability does not disappear from it, when it is em- 
ployed in connection with the offering of the grass-bundle ; because in this 
latter it is not employed in any other way (than the one justified by the 
indications of the words). The fact is that the capability of the Sukta- 
vdka to indicate the Deity stands in need of a reconciliation with the 
Direct Declaration ‘ sUktavakSna prastaram praharati ’ ; and this latter 
Declaration also, finding the Suktavitka itself making no mention of the 
said offering, — and finding itself incapable, in the absence of such iudica- 
tiveness (of the offering), of applying it to the said offering^ — and yet not 
taking upon itself the responsibility of creating a fresh indicative potency, 
— keeps looking out for some such way in which the Suhtavfika conld be 
employed in the work mentioned by it, and yet not stepping beyond 
what is signified by the words of the mantra itself. Now then, as a rule, 
a Mantra becomes subsidiary to a sacrifice, only when it speaks of either 
the Action itself, or certain accessories thereof. And the veiy first way 
in which it becomes related as a subsidiary is that the mantra should 
speak of the well-known form of the Primary Action itself ; but when 
it is not found capable of speaking of any of the well-known details of the 
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sacrifice, tlieu it is taken the other vmy ; --that ivS to say, we ai’e led to 
the conelnsion that ‘what is mentioned by this mantra is certainly present 
ill this Action as otherwise it could not be subsidiary to it, as is dis- 
tinctly declared to be the case. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the Direct Declaration^* SMa- 
vHkina prastaram praharati ’ — addresses the mantra thus : ‘ While express- 
ing what you already do, please help in the accomplishment of the 
Offering of the yrasi^hiniUe ’ ; and the mantra re})lies in the following 
strain: ‘I will do all that I can do, while indicating the desired Deity.* 
And if the Deities ‘ desired ’ were only tliose connected with previous sacri- 
fices, then the mantra could not accord any help to the offering (of the arrass- 
biindle) j iF, however, these very Deities were connected with this offeriiiff 
also, then, by indicating these, the SuktavSlka would be according a dis- 
tinct help to the accomplishment of the offering of the gmss-bundle. 
Thcfid' Deities too are not known as to be employed in any other capacity, 
save that of serving as Deities ; and hence the Deities spoken of in the 
SuktavUkaj could not be anything other than Deities, in the .said offering 
also. Thus then, the substance ‘ grass -bun die * being spoken of as an 
offering material, and Agni and the rest (spoken of in the Sahtavdka) 
being Deities, the offering coine.s to be known as a sacrifiee ; and it further 
comes to be recognized as the particular kind of sacrifice known as 
‘ Eoniaf hofiause it^jonsists of the further action of Throiviny in. 

And thus there is no contradiction between the Direct Declaration 
and the Indications of the mantra. 

Thus then, the meaning of the sUtra comes to be this : In the case 
of the Offering also, the Suktavdka serves the purpose of indicating the 
Deity ; became the Offering is connected loith the same Deities. 

And as for the pointing out of the time, tbi.s also would he done by 
the Suhtaviika, V)y the way; because in the order that is laid down for the 
reciting of the mantras, the Svktaviika is known as appearing at a definite 
time. 

Says the Bhdshya : ‘ yadyagnindam havirajushata UyBvamfidyBva 

^rHySta, etc , ete.* Tlie sense of this is that oven before the declaration 
' sUktavttkBna prastaram praharati,* it is found that a portion of the Suktu- 
vaha^mantra itself is capable of connecting it with the Offermg in question. 
Though the capability of the Mantra is equally applicable to all offering 
Jaaterjals, yet, on the strength of the Direct Declaration in question, the 
sentence ‘ yadanBna havishUt, etc.' must be taken as refering to the Bundle 
of grass. Or it may be that from the very beginning, the word *idam' 
(this) refers to the gfrttw-btmdZe ; for the simple reason that the other 
materials— and the like— are not present at the time. 

No^^can it be urged that, in that case, the word *ajushatd' would be 
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meanbgless. Because all that it does is to eulogize it, as already known 
to have been respected and followed (accepted). 

Consequently there can be nothing incongruous in the Suktavdha 
being subsidiary to the Offering of the grass-bundle, 

SUtra (\4)i If it be urgedthat '‘the Action is a Pratipatti 
(an offering of Disposal).’’ 

This sutra may be taken either ns recapitulating an objection, or ns 
actually bringing forward the objection. The sense of the objeoti(»n is 
this: “How could the Suktavflka^ or the Deities Agni etc., be subaidiaiy 
“ to the Offering of the grass-bundle^ which is a secondary action ? ” 

In reply to this we have the next stibra, 

Sutra (14A) : Like the Svishtakrt, it could be both (Yaga and 
Pratipatti). 

We have broken up Butra (14) of the Bhdshya into two sutras^ 
as this splitting hss been indicated (as desiiuble) by all old teachers. 

Just as the Svishtakrt-o&Qvmg is both an independent sacrifice, 
a Disjf)osal-offering, — so, in the same maimer, the Offering in question also 
would be both. And the mantras would bo subsidiary to this hitter, 
exactly in the same way as they are to the former. « 

And certainly the character of the Dis^osnl- offering is not incom- 
patible with that of a sacrifice. As what the sacrifice consists of is the 
bringing about of a certain l elationship between the Deity and the Oft'er- 
ing material. And when a certain action has been thus recognized as a 
sacrifice, then follows the consideration of the question as to whether it 
is a Disposal -offering or an Independent sacrifice] and it comes to be 
taken as the former, if it is found to fulfil the conditions laid down under 
Sutra IV — ii— 19. Certainly there can be no incongruity in this. 

Thus it is the Independent sacrifice and the Disposal-offering that are 
meant by the word ‘ nbhayasamskdra* (in the sfitra). 

Or, the sutra may be taken as follows ; Just as the Svishfakrt offer- 
ing is only meant to be a purification {saiUkdra) of the substance, because 
the Svishtakrt, having had its purposes fulfilled, is auxiliary to Agni ; and 
yet this offering does not lose its sacrificial character, — so, in the same 
manner, even though the two— the SUktavdka and the grassrbUHdler^m&y 
have their purposes already fulfilled, yet they would be purificatory of 
each other; and as bringing about a transcendental result by ^ m of 
their mutual restriction, the offering of that grass-baodle with fhat 
manira would have the character of the sacrifice also. 

Or, again, the sense of the may be this: t\a.. ^vishfakft 
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I O we find the mantra— ^ayadaynih, etc.; which speaks of Deities; and 
t* ** ce this forms au instance of the mntnal purification spoken of above. 

” Nor is it necessary that the mantra cannot be subsidiary to a D«- 
nml^ffering. Because sach an offering is distinctly seen to serve a 
Lefttl purpose ; and for the sake of the bringing about of the transoen- 
eutal result, proceeding from the Restriction laid down, it would certainly 
stand in need of certain Vedio accessories (in the shape of theiiutntra., etc.)- 
And thus there can be nothing incongruous in applying the SoMavahu 
to the Offering of the grass-bundle. 



ADHIKARANA (6). 

[The SfiktavSlctis are to be applied in accordance with their significations.] 

SUtra (15): <<The whole is to be recited on both occasions; 
because it is enjoined as one complete whole.’^ 

Reveiliing to the original subject of the Darga-Purnami^sai we proceed 
to consider the question as to whether the whole of tl>e Suktavdka is to be 
recited at the Barga as well as at the P&rnamdsa sacrifices, or portions of 
it are to be extracted in the case of each of these, in consideration of 
the Deities (connected with the .sacrifices and spoken of by the Mantras), 
And on this question we have the following 

PtJRVAPAKSHA. 

“ The whole of it is to be recited at each of the two sacrifices. Be- 
cause it is the mantra, as it appears in the text, that is called the 
“ ^Suktavdka * ; and if extracts were made from it, it would cease to be 
SUktavSka ; and hence in this latter case, the Offering^ of the (jrass-hundle 
“ would be made with a mantra that is not Suktavnka (and that would be 
“ an infringenent of the Injunction ‘ suktav&kBna prastaram praharati 

SIDDHANTA. 

SUtra (16) : It is to be employed in accordance with what it 
signifies; because it is the purification of an Auxiliary. 

That there are always extracts made out of such Mantras has been 
explained under the StiUaQastrddhikarana (SUtras II — i- 1 8-29) and the 
Piksh^dyanumantranadhikarana (Sutras XII — iii-29). If the Deities men- 
tioned in the Suktav&ka mantras were such as belonged to the offering of the. 
grass'hundle only, and were wholly different from those belonging to the 
Darga and the PUrnamflsa sacrifices, — then in that case, the whole of it 
could have been recited nt ench of the two sacrifices. As a matter of fact, 
however, we find that the mantras speak of the same Agni etc, that are the 
deities of the sacrifices; and as such there is no gronnd for making a 
difference (between the Deities of the Darga-PUrnamUsa, and those spoken 
of in the mantras) ; we must admit that what the man^raa do is 
simply to indicate the Deities to whom the sacrifices have been.offei^, and 
that the of the grass-handle is not the sole motive causf :bf the 
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recitation of the SuhtavSika, For the simple reason that it is based upon 
the Deities that have been employed at the Primary sacrifices (of the 
Darqa and the Purnamfisa)^ it is concluded that the Sukfav^Jca, as well as 
the offering of the grass-bundle, is subservient to those Primary sacrifices. 
And as for these Primary sacrifices, they are performed in connection 
with their respective Deities, and not equally with all the Deities (of the 
Varga and the PurnarnUsa). Consequently, of the Sutakav^ka also, it is 
iiecessaxy to make extracts (fitting in with the sacrifice at which it is to 
be recited). 

Siitra (17) : Objection : account of the name (there could 

be no extracts).*’ 

“That is to say, liow could yon explain the name ‘ SuktavSJca * (which 
“oer^tainly could not apply to mere extracts from it) ? ” 

Siitra (18) : Reply : The word ‘ complete whole* would apply to 
the parts (of the mantra, recited on two different occasions) ; 
because both would appear in the same Context (of the Dar 9 a' 
Puri^amasa). 

There are two performances of the yraas-hundle offering ; because it 
has to be performed at two different times — one on the occasion of the 
Varga and another on that of the Ptlrmmasa, Couseciuently the whole 
name of ^ Suktavilka* would apply to these two recitations on the two 
occasions (taken jointly). Because the whole of the Suktavilka is known 
as an auxiliary to botli (the Darga and the PurmmUsa) ; specially as 
both of these appear in the same context. When, however, we consider 
the case of the grass-handle offermg alone, then the Suktavaka comes to be 
recognized as connected with eacli of the constituent sacrifices, — just 
like the Prdyanhja^ the JJdmjaniya^ the Ekddaginl and the OatnrvidhddMna. 
And thus there is no incompatibility among the Direct Declaration 
sUktavdkBua jprastaram ]praharaW)y the Indications by the mantra- words 
(of the sacrificial Deities), and the Context (of the Varga- PUrnamdsa). 


The above is the exposition of the SiddMutUy as contained in the 
Sutra, But the Bhdshya takes exception to that exposition, on the 
following grounds : 

What has been said above is not ‘possible y because those that are 
dependent upon something else cannot he connected ivith the method of 
“procedwre. That is to say, if the Injunction (of the Suktavd'ea) were 
‘ with jt'eferenee to the metliod of the Primary sacrifices (of the Varga- 
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“Pwrnaw^M), then, the whole of the Sftktav&ka vrovli he recited iu 
“ connection with both ( the Dari;^ and the PilTmmflsa)^ 

“ That is to say, the Primary sacrifices are laid down with reference 
“to a certain result, and not with reference to the method consequently 
“ it is only with regard to the Result, —and not with regard to the Method, 
“ —that they could be meant to be taken in combination (with one 
“ another). Because it is the method that is laid down with reference to 
“the Primary sacrifices; as otherwise, if it were not so laid down, it 
“ could not form an auxiliary to these sacrifices ; and then, if the method 
“ be taken as enjoined, then, inasmuch as it would be wholly impossible 
“ for this method and the Primary sacrifices to be enjoined with reference 
“to each other, — as that would leave them wholly unconnected,— the 
“ Method could not but be taken as enjoined with reference to the Primary 
“ sacrifice. And inasmuch as these Primary sacrifices are uddB^yns (i.e;, 
“ those with reference to whom something is enjoined), no significance 
“ can he attached to their comhination^ which is denoted by the Dvandva 
“compound DarQa-Purnamasdhhyam* ), Consequently, the sentence 
“ laying down the method being taken as complete with each one of those, 
“sacrifices, each of the Primary sacinfices must be accepted to be 
“ connected with the whole of the method ; and the performance also 
“ coming to be done accordingly, inasmuch as each of the six Primary 
“sacrifices constituting the Dar^a and the Purnamdfta^ performed afc 
“ different points of time, would be complete in itself, the Recitation of 
“ the Siiktavdka would be done but once, and would apply to all the rest. 
“ Thus then, though the SViktavdka may not be repeated with each of the 
“ six Primary sacrifices — the AynBya and the rest, — like the Prayflja^ yet 
“ the whole of it will have to be repeated once on the occasion of the 
“ Dar^flP, as well as once on that of the Purnamnsa, As otherwise, tlie 
PruyBj a eie. also would have to be performed in parts, for which there 
“ would be no authority at all. Consequently, on account of the superior 
“authority of Direct Declaration mktavi^kena etc.’), we should set 
“aside the Indications of the wow^m-words ; and take the SUktavoka 
“ (as applied to the grass^hnndle ofering) either in an indirect seconci ary 
“sense, or as leading to certain imperceptible results, or as indicating, 
“ for the offering^ other Deities (than those related to the Var^-P^rnu' 
“ mdsa). 

Question: ‘When, as a matter of fact, the combinaition (of the 
^yDarga and the P&rnamBsa) is Inid down as the means of attaining the 
“ result (Heaven), wliy should the method be ^connected with the con- 
“ stituent parts of these sacrifices, which parts are not the ehjoine*! 
‘■ means to the Result ?’ % . 

Answer : Inasmuch as each of the inherent parts of the ^acpince 



8&KmiKAS EMPLOYED ACCORDINO TO MEANING. 1081 

“ connected with the Result, how d<j^you make out that it is the Gomhimu 
“ tion that brings about the Result ? - 

^‘ That is to say, the character of sacrifice inheres in each of the 
“ constituent sacrifices ; and the root expressive of that (sa(3rifice) 
“ distinctly points to the fact of the potency of bringing about the Result 
“ belonging to the sacrifices (forming the Dar^*a-Parnamasa) as depending 
“ upon one another. 

“ Objection : j Inasmuch as the means to the Result is specified by a 
‘‘compound name expressive of the Oomhmation^ the Root GyajV) also 
“ would be taken as denoting the combined sacrifices.’ 

Reply: Not so; because it is the Name, that, depending upon the 
“ Root, applies to each of the sacrifices (and the Root is not dependent 
“ upon the Name), — as we have already shown under the Paurnam^syfl- 
'' dk'karaua. Consequently, even when the Boot Cyoji^) occurs together 
“ wi&i a Name, all that is meant is that the constituents are companions, 
“ and not that it is only a combination of them that can bring about the 
“ Result. 

'^Objection: ‘Thus then, just as the potency of bringing about the 
“ result belongs to the constituent parts as associated with one another, 
“ so, ill the same manner, the method also, as helping the acijornplishment 
“ of that Result, would pertain to them as thus combined.’ 

Reply: Not^o; because, inasmuch as the Combination appears to 
“ he spoken of in connection with a thing with reference to which some- 
“ thing else is enjoined, — it cannot he accepted as significant, with 
“ reference to the Method ; because it is a very common occurrence that 
‘‘ tlie same thing is regarded as significant in one place, and not in all 
“ places. 

“ Question .% * How is it po.ssible that one and the same thing should* 
“ at one and the same time, be the Predicated, and also that vnth refer- 
ence to‘ which something else is prf'dicateit 

** Answer: We have already explained that such contingencies are 
“ quite possible, according as the thing in question is taken along with 
one thing or the other. 

“ Objection : ‘ Such a diversity would lead to a syntactical split.’ 

Reply : Certainly; who is there that does not admit the sentence,^ 
** —which lays down the method with reference to the Primary sacrifice, 
^d Which is inferred from the texts appearing in the Context, — to be 
distinct (gyntaotically) from that which is directly menti 9 ned (viz. the 
“ sentence ‘ Darga-P^irnaikiisabhyHm mirgaknmo yajSta ’ ). 

“ Ohf4eti6n: ‘The mntual combination (of the constituent sacrifices), 
though meant for the accomplishment of the Result, would certainly 

" iSfi 
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force itself to attention at thetinie (^ the cotinection of the Method j and 
there would be nothing to set it asi^e/ 

** Reply : It is true that it could not be set aside from mere cognition 
but it could very well be set aside from the Injunction, Because, in this 
“ case, certain intervening Injunctions being assumed as appearing after 
‘'the Injunction of^he qualified Bhdvandf the Agent, while becoming 
“ engaged in that element of the Action which brings about the Result, 
“comes to take up also the association (or combination) of actions; just 
“ as (in the case of the Injunction ‘ he’ takes up tihe 

singleness of the animal; but as regards the* method-element of tlie 
“Primary sacrifices, inasmuch as he does not take up these Primaiy 
“ sacrifices, he does not take up the combination of these either ; though 
“ he is engaged in the subsidiary sacrifices combined together. For these 
reasons, no significance can he attached to the Oomhination with referenco 
“to the Method; just as none is attached to the singleness of the Vme^ 
“ (in the sentence ^graham sammSrshfi’), And further, a single word, 
“expressive of the Primary sacrifice, while' refemng to the Primary 
“ sacrifice (l)ar^a) for the sake of the (injunction of) the subsidiary 
“ sacrifices, could not lay down the said coinjbination ; as that would 
“ involve a duplicity of syntactical connection. # ; * 

“ Thus then, it must be adniitted that the method applies to each of 
“ the Primary sacrifices ; and the following reasons are given for this : 
“ (1) Because every one of them is equally nearly related (to the method) ; 
' “ (2) because every one . of them is equally mentioned as the means to 
“ the desired end ; (3) because not one of them has anjr other method 
“ laid down for itself; (4) because the Context, in the" shape of the want 
“ of the Procedure, is equally applicable to every one of them ; and 
“ hence the whole Context must be taken as belonging to every oiie of 
“ them. . * 

“ Thus tlien, the position taken up in Sutra 17 remains untouched.” 


Having, jn the above manner, demolished the positioii taken up by 
th6 Siddhanta sutra (18), the^s^uthor qf the Bhashya proceeds to lay down 
his own exposition of the Siddhantayhx the words— ‘It w not so^ etc* 
y* That is to say, the SuktqvdJca cannot "be taken, either as applying 
indirectly (to the Offering in question), or as leading to an in|perceptiblc 
Result, or as indicating other Deities; because all these contingencies 
have been shov^n to be imposrible. " 

Gonseqi^^ we conclude that’^ wheii exti*acts Isre made "out of the 
SiktdvSka, in accordance with the significations of its various parts^^^e^ 
of these extracts becomes n SuktavSka ; bi^ause there are many ; 
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specially the various mantras ^ Ayniridam etc,* 

(ooustituting the ^flfc^avafca),^which are capable of indicating several 
Deities connected with different sacrifices, serving distinct purposes 
independently of one another, — do no^form a single sentence by being 
gyrttoctically connected. Hence it must be admitted that there are many 
Suktavdka^ (co^tviiued in the each of which is supplied 

with efiiptioal portioiis from that which precedes as also from that which 
follows it. For instance, — (1) there is one Suktavaka, beginning with the 
mantra ^ Idam dyMprthivij etc* and ending with ‘ etc,* \ (2) 

while there is another beginning with ‘ Idam dyitvflprthivf^ etc * and ending 
with * soma idam, etc,* 

Thus then, we find that among these /Sw/p/arflAflf^, which differ with each 
(liftWent Deity, and which are amenable to the same procedure of recita- 
tion,— there are some that are recited as common to many. And hence 
whidiever of these may be recited at the Offering of the yrass-bundle, the 
oJftM ing wilMiave been done with the Suktuvdka (as declared in the injuiic- 
tiorj, " sQktavUkena prastaram praharcdi*). Because, 'just as a single clnss 
inheres in many individuals, so, in the same manner, the character of the 
idtiktavdka, which consists in being a * well-^aid saying* would inhere in 
every one of those recited. And the word ^suktavdka* being thus found to 
be applicable to each of them, if those mdntras, or words of mantras, that 
are found to be indicative of Deities not connected with the Action iu 
course of performance, are not recited, — that does not constitute an in- 
fringement of any Direct Declaration; what is infringed and rejected 
is the Context ; but as this rejection is done on the superior strength of the 
indicative Power of words and Syiitacticul Connection, there is nothing 
objectionable in it. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that we should make use of 
extracts from the SUktavtlka, 


As a matte^r of fact, however, even this exposition of 4he Siddhdnta 
is not quite right. Because it is a clearly perceptible fact that the 
whole fofcms a single sentence, as is shown by there being certain 
worde that are to be^ used aa common to ajl the mantras concerned ; just 
as in the case of the sentence speaking of the VaigvSnara. Then again, 
(for a number of sentences to be taken as ’syntactically connected) it is not 
ueceasary that every one of the words of one sentence should stand in 
need of the oonimctiott with those of the othe sentence; as even if a 
single happens to cbnnect a nninbep of sentences, they are taken to- 
gether as one litentehce. For instance, in the case of the sentence ‘ arunayH 
efc/ we find that, even though these words are 
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not connected with one another, yet all of them being connected with the 
single word ‘ knn&ti,' are taken as syntactically connected. In the same 
manner, in the case in question all the mantras are found to be connected 
with the words *yadanena havtshd dglishtS, etc*] and as such they mast 
be taken as syntactically connected and forming a single sentence. And 
then again, all of them are found to serve the same prupose of indicating 
the sacrificial Deities ; and there are certain words that are conainon to 
many,— which fact makes them dependent upon portions of one another. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that though every one of the 
sentences is complete within itself, as regards its meaning, — yet, inas- 
much as they are all enjoined with reference to the Offering (of the grass- 
bundle), all of them combined should be taken as forming a single sen- 
tence. 

If each of them were a distinct sentence by itself, then we would 
have the following anomalies : ( 1) each of them would have to be recited 
separately, because at the time of the performance the Deity is the priiKM- 
pal factor ; just as in the case of the mantras of the Upasad, Bakshinilf ek., 
and (2) inasmuch as the singular number (in * sUktavSkBna^) would be 
significant with reference to the off&i^ing of the grass-bundlsy its requii’e- 
nients would be fulfilled by the recitation of any one of the sentences. 

Thus then, it must be admitted that the whole of the Suktavdka forms 
a . single sentence ; and it becomes necessary for ns to explain why the 
whole of it is not to be recited (in the Darr^a as well as in the Purna* 
mdsa). 

We offer the following explanation : We find that the word ‘ water ^ 
is applicable to a drop as well as to a combination of drops ; for the simple 
reason that ivater is a substance made up of many constituent parts. The 
^ame may be said to be the case with the word ‘ suktavaka' 

That is to say, from its capabilities, as well ns from the purposes 
served by it, the Suktavdka is recognized os having the following cjiarac- 
ter : It is a sentence, which contains words expressive of Deities connect- 
ed with the performance, which abounds with common words applying 
on all sides, and which serves the purpose of pointing out the sacrificial 
Deities. And thus (while reciting the Suktavaka)^ as soon as^ one has 
uttered^the word expressing one Deity, those expressive of the'many 
Deities pertaining to the Primary and Subsidiaiy sacrifices also become 
expressed as implied by the use of the words that are conynonly appli- 
cable to all; and the whole of the Sfihtavdlka becomes recited (by the 
utterance of that single word). Specially as the actual utterance bf th© 
.words expressive of Deities hot connected with the sacrifice iii hand 
would be hn*ill»8aid saying * (f Buruktav&ka*-^hnd not a. * 
tvslUsaid saying). 
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Thus tbeD, we conclude that in the Darj?a, as well as in the Psrna- 
m<isat sacrifices, the SttktavSka to be recited is only that much which 
fontains the words pointing out the Deities of each sacrifice,— such recita- 
tion being quite in keeping with law and reason ; just like the recitation 
of the mantras in which certain elliptical portions are supplied from out 
of other mantras ;■ and hence, it is the recitation of the whole Suktavdka 
that would constitute an infringement of the Direct Declaration siikta- 
vSkS^na etc.); a-s the utterance of words denoting things not connected 
with the sacrifice in hand would be an * ill-said,’ and not ti ‘well-said,’ 
‘saying* {'ddha). 

In the same manner, the grass^hundle offering also, when done with 
the SahtavUka as it happens to exist at the time (i.e. as it appears at 
the time of the Darga or at that of the Purnamdsa)^ becomes, by this, 
performed, as it were, by the whole Suktavdka ; and there is no incon- 
gruity in this. 

Tims then, the Suktavdka must be taken as having three forms : (1) 
one that appears in the actual text of the Veda ; (2) that which it has, 
at the time of the actual performance of sacrifices, on the occasion of the 
Primary sacrifices ; and (3) that which it has, at the time of the perform- 
ance of the Subsidiaiy sacrifices. (1) As it appears in the text, it is 
held to pertain to all the Deities of the Primary sacrifices ; because during 
the repetition of the text, if one were to recite it in any other form, he 
would destroy the t^jxt altogether. (2) When recited along with the 
Primary ones of the Combined sacrifices, we use them as pertaining to 
certain Deities chosen out of the rest. (3) And in connection with tho 
Subsidiary modifications of sacrifices, it has its w^oi ds (such as ‘ Agni,’ etc.) 
changed into * Sui'ya ’ and the like (in accordance with the character of 
the particular Subsidiary in hand). "In all these cases, however, we have 
tlie Siiktavdkat appearing of course in the forms above ascertained. And 
it loses the chamoter of the ‘ Suktavdka * {WelUsaid saying) only when it 
speaks of tilings unconnected with the Action in hand. 

The Bhdshyn also must be taken as accepting the multiplicity of the 
single SGktavdha, as is shown by its assertion that there can be as many 
Suktavdkas as there are Deities. 

The also may he taken thus: ‘In connection with both, the 

word * \Yhole-suMavdh(t ’ is applicable, in only so much as it mentions the 
Deities connected with each ; because the Context is the same.’ 

Atid thus, in reality, the Siddhdnia exposition given by us does not 
differ from that contained in the Sutras or from that given in the ^hdsJiya* 



ADHIKABANA (7). 

[The sections dealing with the Kamyayajyanuvakyi belong to the 

Kdmyas only.] 

satrci (19) : On account of the Indicative Power, the^ Order of 
sequence and the ifame, the mention .(pf the 7|jy&puronu- 
v&kya) would be in connection with the kamya sacrifices. 

We find the kfimya sacrifices (i.e. those performed with a view to 
certain desirable results) — Aindragna and the rest— laid down in a 
definite order of sequence ; and we also find laid down, in the same order, 
certain YdjyapuronnvQJcya Gouplets, associated with the name * hamya^' and 
pertaining to the same deities (Indra, Agni etc.) as those of the kamya 
sacrifices. " «. 

And in regard to these, there arises the question as to whether these 
Couplets, from their indicative power, are to he employed, irrespective of 
the order in which they are mentioned, in all the sacrifices that happen 
to he connected with those Deities, — or they are to bo ‘employed only in 
the aforesaid kamya sacrifices, in the same order in which these latter are 
mentioned. 

The BhSshja has cited many examples, only with a view to show tin? 
various instances to which the several specifications in the Sutra apply. 

PDRVAPAKSHA. 

On the above question, the Purvapakuha is that — “ The couplets^ through 
“ their Indicative power, are to be employed in all the sacrifices that 
“ have those Deities.” 

SIDDHANTA. 

A.S against the above Pfirvapaksha, we have the following arguments : 
Dnless a certain mantra is connected with a sacrifice, its Indicative Power 
alone canitot apply it to any sacrifice; and in the case in question: we find 
that that which connects the couplets in question with Sacrifices, also 
distinctly shows that they belong to the said k&mya sacrfficefi 

That is to say, all that, the Indicative Power, hf the MmiM could do 
would be to connect it with a certain Deity. But no bseftU purpose 
served 1^ the mantra used for the sole purpose of pointing ont ^tbie form 
of the Deity. The fact of the Mantra being connected with a ^crifiee, or 
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wifcli the Deity cooneoted with the sacrifice, cannot be e:^)ressed by Indica- 
tive Power aloiiej independently of Syntactical Connection, Context, 
etc. Nor can it be known, from Indicative Power alone, in which part of 
the sacrifice the Mantra is to be employed. For these reasons, it becomes , 
necessary to have recourse to the agency of Name ; as by means of the 
Name is shown the connection of the mantra with the sacrifice, as well 
as the particular function of the Mantra. For instance, in the case in 
qaestion, the name of the conplets is * which, denoting that whereby 

a sacrifice is performed, distinctly connects tlie couplet with a Sacrifice^; 
and it also establishes the farther fact of the Couplet serving the purpose 
of accomplishing the offering of the material. This being done by the 
Name, the further question, as to the particular sacrifice with which the 
couplets are connected, is settled by the Indicative Power of the Couplets, 
which shows that they are connected with those sacrifices that are 
cotnl(^cted with the Deities indicated by the couplets. 

Objection : “ This does not quite prove what is desired (by tfie 
“Siddhanti).’' 

Reply : How is it not proved, when the Name^ * Ktimyam yajyakantlam,* 
ilisliiictly restricts the application of the couplets in questioTi to the hUmya 
sacrifices ? 

And further, even if the Name merely pointed out the connection 
of the couplets w^itli sacrifice in general^ such universal application 
(authorized by Name) would be set aside by the stronger authority of 
the Order (of sequence). Consequently it must be admitted that tho 
couplets are mentioned as connected with the sacrifices. 

The Bhdshya raises^the question — “ Why should the Sutra have mm- 
“ tiomd both ? That is to say, the fact of the couplets being connected 
“ with the kflmya sacrifices is eafablished by the Indicative Power of the 
“ couplets as helped by the Order of their sequence ; or the very Nanu! 
“alone (of the couplets) proves all that is desired by the Siddliilnfa ; and 
“under the circumstances, why should the sutra have mentioned both 
‘“Indicative Power* (lii^ga) and ‘Order of sequence' (kruma) 

The reply to tliis is as follows : It is true that the Indicative Power 
and the Order of the couplets would establish their applicability to the 
AindiSgna ?ind other sacrifices, because the verses in question, being 
YSjyi^mdkyns, could not be used in any other sacrifice ; but there are cer- 
tain other sacrifices, ^the for instance,— laid down by such sen- 

tences ‘A ynqi/« ora «a|)a<ay8, etc.*; a^d in these sacrifices there are two 
places for the verses— -one in connection with the mention of Agni^ 

where they appear in the ’character of the Sdmidhsni {literally Hhat with 
which fuel is supplied to the Fire’), and another, where they appear as the 
^f^jyduuv^kyfi ; and as for the SUmidhBni verses, they statfd in need of two 
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verses, in order to^jnake up the *^sevmteen * which is the number en jomcd 
in connection witA them ; and in regard to these latter sacrifices (tlie 
ignBya etc,), if we do not ^dmit the Nmne to be the means of controlling 
the application of the verses, then, inasmuch as the Indicative Power 
and the Order of sequence would apply to the SHmidhBni verses also,— and 
as there would be no ground for rejecting thah which is the ^first to 
present itself, —the couplets in question would all be applied to tlie 
•operating of the SiitnidhBnt (i.e. the mention of Fire). This application, 
however, is set aside by the Name (‘ TGjydnuvSkyS. ’). 

Objection : “ In that case, the Sutra should mention Naoie only : wliat 
“ is the use of numtioning the two, Indicative Power and Order of Sequence r” 

Reply : What you say would have been quite right, if the couplets 
speaking of the Deities of the sacrifices laid down were exactly of tlio 
same number as the sacrifices themselves ; as a matter of fact, however, we 
find that, in the order of the Action, which has a Deity other than Agni, 
and which is filled up with a YdjydnuvSkyd in keeping with its form,— 
there are mentioned certain verses pertaining to Agni ; and if these were to 
be applied in accordance with .their Name only, then they would be applied 
to the operation of the Ydjyil (in connection with other Deities than Agni). 
As a matter of fact, however, such application of the verses is uof 
possible; (1) because there is a diversity of the Indicative Power (of the 
verse with the Deities other than Agni) ; and (2) becftuse the application 
of the verses pertaining to Agni is set aside by the other vex’ses that are 
indicative of the same other Deities. Consequently there would be no 
application of the verses pertaining to Agni (if the application depended 
upon the Name alone). When, however, we accept the Indicative Power, 
as also the Order of Sequence (as controlling the application of mantroA 
then, when the Name will have ceased functioning (after having pointed 
out the fact of the verses being connected with a sacrifice), the application 
of the verse would be defined by means of their Indicative Power and the 
Order of their sequence; and thus the verses pertaining to Agni w'ould 
become applied to the SHmidheni, 

The Bhdshya shows a case whei’e what is said above actually happens. 
The Ydjydpuromtvdkyd couplets of the Sgnivdruni sacrifice having been 
mentioned,— before the couplets of the Sowtarawdri sacrifices have bee«i 
mentioned,— we find mentioned the Mann- verses ; and these latter verses 
become, the Bhayyd verses of the SdmidhBni. The samt is the case with 
the Prthupdjavati verses ; as in the case of these also, we find that the 
former is recognized as pertaining to the latter sacrifice, because, 
against the order of the Sdmidhsni^ it is mentioned after the Ydjy^' 
putomvdhyd rerses. 

If we did n6t have recourse to the Order of Sequence^ then, through 



KAMYA yAJVAKUVAKYA. 1089 

Indicative Power and Name alone, the first verse pertyning to Indra and 
^ i ^ould become applied to the second AindrQgm sacrifice, and the 
leoond verse would be applied to the first sacrifice. When, however, the 
Order of Sequence steps in, inasmuch ns it connects thcr verses with the 
sacrifice, long before the Name comes in, it controls the Indicative Power 
in the ^assumption of the corroborative text,— and hence is avoided any 
such application ns is not in keeping with the Order of Sequmce. 

Thus then, there is nothing incongruous or objectionable in the 

composition of the eUtra. 
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ADHIKARANA (8). 

[The mantra$ of the Context are applioable to the Agnidhropatthl^ia.] 

SUtra (20) : “ The ii^unction of mantras in a certain connection, 
would pertain to those also that do not appear in the context ; 
because all are equally laid down (as auxiliaries to sacri- 
fices).'’ 

In connection with the Jyotishtoma we find that there are certain 
such as *Agna Sydht -specially laid down as making up 

certain Songs and Hymns ; and then again, we find such general injunctions 
as ‘ iynSyyH agnidhmmtipatuhthatB. * 

And in connection with this latter Injunction, there arises the 
question as to (1) whether the AgnByi verses to be employed in the 
Agnidhropasthdna are those wholly apart from the former mantras (‘ Ayna 
dynhtf etc,*) ; (2) or, this upasthUna may be done either with those ve»y 
mantras, or with others ; (3) or, lastly, it is to be done with those very 
mUntras only. That there are these three alternative v^'ews on the ques- 
tion is shown by the text. 

As a matter of fact, however, there is no basis for the first of these 
views — that the verses to be employed are thoke alone that are not 
mentioned in the Context. Because, all that the Purvapahshi can, with 
great effort, establish is that we should apply both those that are found 
in the Context as well as those that are not so found ; and there is 
nothing to prove that the latter alone are to be employed. Specially as 
the only reason that could be brought forward in support of the employ- 
ment of the verses not in the Context would lie in the fact of the name 
' Agn^yV applying to these also ; but this reason would equally apply to 
the ‘oerses appearing in the Context also, and there is no reason by which 
these latter could be excluded. Nor has the Bhdshya mentioned the three 
alternative theories ; as the only theory that it speaks of, by means of the 
vrord ‘ aprakrta * without the qualifying ‘ apt,* is that the upasthtlna is to 
be done with the verses appearing in the context, as wl^ll as those not 
appearing in it. And it is the absence of the qualifying *ap£ y (Valso ’) 
that has led people to believe that it speaks pf the application of only 
those that do not appear in the context But the argument that could bo 
brought forward in favour of this theory would also establish the theory 
that both kinds of verses are to be employed ; and this jrfil be 
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explained below, by the Bhashja aho, in the words— * 
pratyayo bhavati, prakrtamapyupdldiran ' 

If, however, it be considered absolutely necessary to have the third 
alternative theory, then the following would be the' arguments in its 
favour, which would be acceptable to the ultra-orthodox 9 rotn 3 ’a : 

• 

PtJRVAPAKSHA (A). 

(1) **The verses appearing in the Context having been utilized 
-elsewhere, they will have become too stale to be used in the said 
upasthdna. (2) The Injunction ^IgnByya agidhramnpatishthaU' is 
“a general one, while the Injunctions of the special ZgnByi vei’ses (‘-dgfna 
'' ayahi etc*) are particular ones; and as a rule a general rule can 
operate only by laying aside tlie particular rules. If these latter were 
“not taken as particular Injunctions, then the two Injunctions would be 
equal ; and as such could not serve as the basis for the present Adhz- 
“ kanina. Consequently, then, we should employ, in the upasth&nay only 
“ those verses that are not in the Context.” r 

PtEVAPAKSHA (B). 

“The words ‘Agneyi’ and the rest being common to all ZgvByi 
“ verses, Ihe word ilgnByya * (in ^ZgnSyyU agmdhram etc/) denotes all tlie 
“ verses (those mentioned in the context as well as those not mentioned 
iu it) ; nor do we find any peculiarity mentioned which could point, 
“ .specially, to those alone that appear iu the Context ; because, as for the 
“ Context, all that it can do is to lead to the inclusion of the verses ; and 
“ it cannot serve the purposes of specification ; and as for the Proximity , — 
“ which constitutes Avhat, in ordinary parlance, is known as Context,— it 
“ is set aside by the idea biGugbt about by the Direct Mention of the 
“word ^AyiiByi* which literally applies equally to all the verses in 
“question; and hence the injunction must be taken as laying down all 
“ IgnSyt verses (those in the Context as well as those not in it). 

” Says the BkSshya : UpadishtopadSgo hi na nyayyah BvanjdtiyaJcasya. 
The word * upadishfopadBgah * must be taken as ~ ‘ izpadishtasyaiva 
“wpadfpaj,* and ^ Bvanjdtiyahasya* m ^ vigeshanarahiiasya ; the sense 
“ being that when such vei^es without qualifications have been laid down 
“ once, it is not ri^ht for them to he hiid down again. 

” ^ KathanjStJyakasya?* This question emanates from the 

^ Aikd what it ipieans is this : ‘ Even in the absence of specifica- 

tions, there is a ground for pai'ticularization, in the shape of the Context/ 

“ The 8%ddh&nti*8 opponent says — Why do you put this question, when 
you hdye Indicative Powm* of the versgs themselves as regulating their 
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application f In this the opponent brings forward an argument which, 
“ really supporting his own position, is said in a way as if it were meant 
‘*by the Siddhdnti as one in favour of specialization. The word * Indioa- 
tive Power* (^Lihga') that is used in tliis sentence is not in the sense of 
** the Power of indicating the Deity, which will be spoken of later on,— 
“ but in the sense of the Power of the Verbal affix, or the Power o{ being 
“enjoined by that affix; because the Bhdshya speaks of the absence of 
“ Injunction when the potency of that Affix has been spent up. 

“ Then says th6 BhSshya : Ndsau sdmdnyBna iingena anyatropadS^- 
marhati. That is to say, the distinctive feature of the word ^ AynV 
“ being common to all the verses, there is an idea of all these j and as 
“ there is no distinct specifying feature, we can have no idea of any 
“particular Mantra. If a specifying feature be admitted, then, in 
accordance with the Law isolating to the Nirvdpdlamhha of the Darga- 
Purnamfisa, the specification must be done by the Indicative potency 
“ (of the Verbal Affix), which speaks of the performability of the action. 
“This Indicative Potency is precluded from the Ddf^ataya verses ; and as 
“ such c6uld be admitted as specifying the particular Agneyi verses to be 
“ employed. This specification is shown by the BhilshyUf in the sentence 
“ * ySna anBnaivamlingBna etatkaroti.' Avhich means that the Agnidhropas’ 
*' th(ina is to be done by such Agneyi verses as are singled out as being 
“ enjoined by means of the verbal affix, which directs tjiat * it is to be done 
“ by such mantras as are indicative of Agni or Indra,’ But in this' case, 
“the Injunctive word being taken up by the said specification, there 
“ would be no Injunction of atiy thing at all. If, on the other hand, the 
“ sentence be taken as enjoining the upasthdna to be done by the AynByi 
“etc., then there would be no specification ; and hence we could take up 
“any Agneyi verse at random. Tlius then, what the BiddhQnta would 
“have is the hijnnetion of the specified Agneyi which has already 
“ been once enjoined ; and this would be wholly unwan^anted, and most 
“ objectionable. 

“ Thus then, through the power of the veise, to indicate the Deities, 
“ Agni etc., apart from any mention of performability^ the Ddi;ataya verses 
“ (speaking of Agni) also would come to be employed fin the upasthdna 
“ in question). 

“ Question^ emanating from the standpoint of the SiddhSnti : ‘ On 
“ the strength of the Context, we could certainly admit those only that 
“ appear in the context.’ 

“ A7i$wer : Indicative Voiver {Linga) is more authoritative than 
*' Oontext. By the word ^ Linga^ (‘Indicative Power’) in this sentence is 
*’ meant the Direct Declaration which is literally connected with the dis- 
“ tinguishing feature of fcJ>e Deity,— and not mere Pmver. Henceforth, 
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word ^Lii^ga,* appearing in many places, is to be taken in this 
sense. 

Objection: ' V irodM sati^ eia. That is to say, then there would bo 
“ a contra(fiction (of the Linga with the Praharana) if we were to admit 
‘‘ such a verse, out of those appearing in the context, as is not related to 
“dgfaij when, however, the verse that we admit is one that is related to 
‘‘ Agni^ we follow both the Linga and the PraJearana. It is in this way 
“that we have explained the compatibility of Direct Declaration with 
•‘Syntactical Connection, — under the Tadbhutiidhikarana (I— i- 25).’ 

Reply: It is not so. That is to say, when the vei*ses also 

“ appear as optional alternatives (for the said Ag^iByi verses), it is not 
light to reject them, in consideration of the Context. Consequently it is 
•*nol right to follow both (the Liiiga and the Prakarana). 

“Then the Siddhanti (in the Bhashya) adds — ^ TaUingavatta anBna- 
^'nu^'ahitavyH : The sense of this is that, the genen(3 character inhering, 

“ in its entirety, in each of the individuals, the admission of all Agueyi 
“ lyeasmZ would pertain also to the particular Igneyt verse that 

‘ appears in the Context; and as such there would bo no contradiction in 
“ the case at all ; consequently, inasmuch as tlie sentence with the Indica- 
“ tive Potency pertains to the generic character (of the AgnByt), and as the 
“ Context only brings forward the much- wanted particular verse possess- 
“ ing that generic character, there is no incompatibility in the co -inherence 
“ of these two ; and as sucli, there can be no rejection (of any thing, on 
*‘the strength of the Context).* 

“ [ The reply given to the above (in the Bhashya) is that though the 
“ admission of the Agneyi mantra in the context tvould not cause an infringe- 
'’ment of the Context, and ivoidd also be in keeping with the Indicative 
'"Power, — yet there is no doubt that some other idea given rise to by ths same 
“ Indicative Power (i.e., the idea of the admission of the Daqataya verses) 
“ will have to he rejected as false.] The sense of this reply is that inas- 
‘much as the word *AgneyV denotes all the individual IguByl verses, the 
word ‘ Igneyyd^ points to the admissibility of the Ddgataya versos also ; 
“consequently if, on the strength of the Context, those Agneyi verses 
■ alone that are mentioned in the Context should be admitted, then the 
' * Ldqataya verses would be set aside, — and this would lead to contradiction 
*’ between the Context and the Indicative Power. 

“ The Siddhdnti objects — * But the Individual is never denoted by the 
“ word AgnByi (and hence the word AgnByyd would not denote the indivi* 
“ dual Igneyirevses),^ This objection is meant to strike at the very basis 
“ of the reply just given, 

“ The reply to this, however, is that we do not yet quite know if what 
yertains Jo the case in question is the generic character of having the 
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** Indicative Fewer in question. That is to say, if in the present ca&e, tl»e 
“ denotation of the individual Igneyi verses were as improbable’^as that 
“ of the individual then, inasmuch as the Injunction (in ^ IgnByyn 
“ agnidlmimupatishthatB *) would be one of the IgtiSyt iii general, there 
“ would be iiotliiiig incongruous in the admission of tliose AynBi/i verges 
that appear in the conte:it, — even though such admission would .involve 
“ the acceptance of certain particular individual verses not directly inei]- 
“ tioned in the Injunction (according to you). If, on the other hand, the 
“ word ‘ Agneyya' be taken as denoting the individual verso characterized 
“ by a mention of the deity Agni, — then, if we were to restrict ourselves 
“to those IgnByi verses alone that appear in the Context, we would be re- 
' jecting one portion of the idea arising from the Direct Denotation of tlu? 
“ word (i.e. the admissibility of the Agneyi verses not mentioned in the 
“ Context, such as the Datudaya). This Tvould be all the more objection- 
“able, because, as a matter of fact, in the case in question (i.e. in the 
“ wpasthana of the Agnidhra)^ it is the Individual X/ng/yi— and not aiiv 
“ generic entity — that is the means to its accomplishment. 

“ Question : ‘ Does the author of the Bhilshya now mean to reject tlic* 
'• denotability of the generic entity, established in the Ahrtyadhikarana F 
Answer ; Certainly not; because all that the hMshya means to prove 
“ here is that the generic entity cannot be an anxiliai'y (to the sacrifice). 
“This is the explanation given by some people. But ^his explanation is 
“ scarcely right. Because in that mse (the denofability of the generic 
“entity being admitted), inasmueb as the Individual verses would not be 
mentioned by the sentence in question, there w^ould be nothing incongru- 
ous in tbe rejection of every one of the individual verses. Consequently 
“ we must take the Bhashya to mean that it denies the denotability of the 
“ generic entity, as with particular reference to the verses appearing in the 
“ Context. 

“ As a matter of fact, the woitl ‘ Agneyt ' is denotative of the 
“ Individual, because of its signification being based upon its etymology; 
“ and as sueb it can never be denotative of the generic entity. In fact, in 
“ the case in question, no generic entity is cognized, because the wortl 
“ ‘ Agneyt ' applies to many verses, of various different metres, on the 
“ basis of the fact of the Deity spoken of in them being one and tbe same. 
“ For instance, in the two verses ‘ Agna SyShi vttayB, etc.’ and * Agniv^ 
“ hotSram, etc.’ (known as IgnByi), we do not find any*common element : 
“ and we find that what is invariably concomitant with tbe nami* 

* IgnSytf' is the relationship of the Deity Agn,if and nothing else ; not 
“ even the generic character of being a verse ; as the name is applicable to 
“Actions and Substances also (f . i. we have ^ AgnBya purodSga' anti 
“ ^ AgnByi dhuti*). In view of this the Bhdshya has said onhj 
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a demetit is the Deity, As for this relationship {oi the Deity ), 

.. (hough that too is a common element, yet the Bhashya has not meu- 
-tioned it, because it is not directly expressed by the word, being only 
li implied by it. And inasmuch as that Deity would be common to all 
AqnSyf. verses, there would bo no endlessness or incongruity (as has been 
•ifound,to bo the case with the denotability of Individuals), 

'‘And the reason for this is that, though, in the woi'd ^ AgnByi,' the 
'qualifying (Agni) is the first to be denoted (by the basic noun *Agni'), 
• yet, inasmuch as the denotative potency of the base is distinct from 
that of the there would bo nothing incongruous in the denotation. 
“ by the affix, of the qualified (verse). In a case, however, where the same 
“word (‘go’ f. i ) is iised to denote both (the qualifying Class as well as 
*• the qualified Individual), there can be no denotation of the qualified. In 
•’ the case of the word ‘ AgnByi' on the other hand, we find that the word 
“ ' Agiii^ which denotes the qualifying (Deity), is never used in the sens(‘. 
‘•of the qualified (yersie) \ nor is the word ^ Agneyt,* vvliich denotes the 
''quaUfiad, ever used in the sense of the qualifying Deity; and hence the 
•‘same word could not be extended to the qualified. If the word denoted 
*■ the qualifying Deity alone, then, inasmuch ns that would fulfil all the 
“ requirements of the case, there would be no reason for admitting the 
*• qualified, 

“ For these reasons, it must be admitted that the word in question 
••denotes the Individuals] as we have explained above, in connection with 
‘the words ^ PingalcshV and ^ EkahByanV And hence, in certain cases. 
“ wo could admit the verses mentioned in the Context also. 

“ Objection — with reference to an assertion made in course of Purva- 
“paksha (A): — ^ It has been asserted above thatf inasmuch as the verses 
'' appearing in the Context have been laid down fo7^ another purpose^ they 
could not be meant to he laid down in connection with the upasthdna in ques- 
'tiou. That is to say, the Purvapahshi himself has declared that no stale 
verses could be admitted.’ 

“ The reply given to this is from the standpoint of Purvapaksha (B) ; 
“ What we meant to say was that if the verses mentioned in the Context 
*’ alone were taken as laid down, then there would be an incongruity in 
“ the shape of the same affix (in ^JgnByi ’) simultaneously serving the two 
** purposes, of enjoining and indicating (the verses as those mentioned in 
the Context) ; whereas in accordance with our view, those are not the 
only JgnSyi verses to be employed in the upMhSna in question, bdt 
others also, as the word makes no specification ; and hence there would 
iiot be the said incongruity. 

“ Ohjedion^emamting from one who cannot brook an infringement; 
without xo^i^n, of the Context : ‘ Jbwr theory is open to the great objection. 
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“ that it u not in keeping imth both, the Indioative Power and thf 
** Context' 

“ The reply to this is that the Direct Declaration connected with the 
“ Indicativeness of the Deity is much stronger in its authority (than tho 
“ Context). 

“Says the And further^ it is not necessary to follow tha 

“ Indicative Power ^ in the shape of the literal Declaration^ as well as th^ 
“ Context 'I’his is meant as a general rebuff to the extremely ohjectioi). 
“ able popular idea that both are to be respected. As a matter of fact, in 
“ the case of all authoritative means of knowledge, the Persons concerned 
‘‘take up the objects of cognition, not with a view to help or respect those 
“ means, but for the sole purpose of helping themselves (in theii 
“ knowledge of the things concerned). 

“ Question : ‘ What do you mean by this ? ’ 

“ Ansicer : What we mean is this : When the same means of eogni- 
“ tion is found to be applied to a number of things, if it happens to he 
“ respected with regal'd to any one of these, it is taken as having its 
“ requirements fulfilled ; and the other things, even if of use in acconi- 
“ plishing certain ends of the man, would not be admitted (if the mere 
“ respecting of the means of Cognition were the sole motive) ; and further. 
“ when nman would have performed a certain action calculated to bring 
“ about a certain desirable result (the text laying* down that Action 
“ will have been duly respected in this single performance, and) he would 
“ not perform the Action again, even if he desired a furtlier supply of tho 
“ same desirable result. Hence, it must be admitted that we should reject 
“ the necessity of respecting the means of knowledge, and confine oiir- 
selves to the helping of oui'selves by the actions (cognized by those 
“ means). And thus the word ‘ Agn^yi ’ must be adinitted to be nof 
“ indicative of any particular AgnSyl verses. 

“ Says the BhUshya \ The Context is not to he followed^ because it /s 
“ contradictory to the idea produced by the Lihga, And in this sentence, 
“ the word ‘ Lihga ’ must be taken as used in the sense of the Indicative 
“ poives' pertaining to no particular verses. And the sfUtra also, when speak- 
“ ing of the admissibility of verses other than those in the Context^ must 
“ not be taken as restricting the admissibility to those alone ; it 
“ mentions those only, because there is no difference of opinion as to the 
admissibility of those that are in the Context (and which therefore 
“ heeds no reiteration).” 
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SIDDHANTA. 

SUtra (21): Only those mentioned in the Context (are meant 
to be admitted), because of the Context and reasons. 

The word ‘ tad&hhya ’ means ^ that which is spoken of (in the Context) 
as iidnyssible’ ; or ‘that which is spoken of as belonging to tho sacrifice 
'under treatment (i.e. the It is snch a verse that is to bo 

iidinitted; because what tho sentence Agneyya etc') lays down is a 
particular function that the mantra is to serve in connection with a 
sacrifice; and as a rule the Injunction- of the particular is always based 
upou that of the general. 

That is to say, in the sentence in question, the upasthnna is not laid 
down as due to the form of the Agnldhra himself ; nor is it an independent 
notion, leading to a certain desirable result ; because no such result is 
mentioned in connection with it; hence it must be admitted that the 
tfpasthana is performed with a view to help in the accomplishment of tho 
Apnrva resulting from the JyoUshfoma sacrifice. And consequently the 
sentence in question conies to be taken as laying down a particular action 
in connection with the Jyotuhtoma, Tho injunction of this pai'tioular 
action could be possible only when there was a general Action already 
enjoined ; and then if the same sentence (‘ StgnSyyfl etc,') wore to lay down 
the connection of the JgnSyt verses with the general as well as tho partir 
cnlar action, then there would be a syntactical split. 

Objection: “The sentence in question Agn^yyd etc') lays down tho 
“connection of the verses with the particular Action, while that with 
“the Action in general would be established by the Context.” 

Heply ; True, it would be established by tho Context ; but not without 
having assumed a Vedic text (in support of the indication of the Context) 
(some such text as * By this Verse wo must do something connected with 
the JyoU$h(oma') ; but no such text can be assumed, when there already 
exists a text (viz. * Agneyyd etc.^* which establishes the connection of 
the verse with the Agnidhra who forms an integral factor of the Jyoiish- 
toma). 

Ohjection: ‘ The sentence in question having laid down the particular 
“relationship, the general would be implied by that itself.” 

BepZy : Not so; because Implication is equal to the Context (in the 
point of authority). And again, if the general connection with the 
JyoHshfoma wore an invariable concomitant following on the wake of the 
establishment of the connection of the verse with the Ayntdhray^in the 
same way as satisfaction follows on the wake of a hearty meal, — then, in 
that case, there would be no necessity of calling upon a scriptural text 
( pointing;. that conneotion). As a matter of fact, however, we find that 
138 
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the general connection with the Jyotishtoma appears long before that with 
the Agnidhm ; because this latter being a mere substance, no results are to 
follow from a connection of -the verso mth this. And hence, inasmuch 
as that general connection would not be possible without a scriptural text, 
the trouble of having to assume a non-existing text would remain as 
before. Then again, inasmuch as the connection spoken of in the sentence 
In question is capable of being met with in the matter of ordinary worldly 
actiops also, it could not necessarily connect the verse with the sacrifice 
{Jyoti^oma). Thus too, it would be necessary to assume a Vedic text, on 
the strength of the Context. 

It is in such cases as the above that the authority of “Apparent 
Inconsistency*’ comes in ; and this “ Apparent Inconsistency ” is admitted 
only when there is no other way of explaining tj^o inconsistency, Hence, 
in the case iu question, “Apparent Inconsistency ” could justify the 
assumption of a Vedic text, only if, without such a text, the declaration 
of the particular connection (in the sentence ^ Agneyyd eteJ) were found 
to be inconsistent. As a matter of fact, however, wo find that the 
Declaration in question is quite consistent, as asserting what it directly 
does, something in regard to the verses, that have their general connec- 
tion (with the sacrifice in hand) alt*eady established (by the direct 
enumeration of the verses in connection with that sacrifice — the Jyotish- 
foma ) ; and having its requirements fulfilled by that* it does not have 
recourse to the cumbrous method of assuming a text that does not 
exist. 

This is what is meant by the BJiashya when it says — The sentence in 
question cannot he taken as pointing out the functioning of the verses in 
connection with the Jyotishtoma^ as that has been already laid down eUe- 
uhere. For instance, just as when the Kindling of Fire has already been 
laid down in such sentences as ‘ Vasante Bralmano 'gninadadhita * the 
subsequent texts hiving down sncritices leading to definite results (f. i* 
' Agnihotrani juhuydt svargakdrnah*) are taken, not as implying an in- 
junction of the said Kindling of Fire, but as merely laying down those 
sacrifices for those who have duly performed the said Kindling so,inthe 
same manner, what the sentence in question moans is that in the upa^- 
thtina in question, only those IgnEyt verses arc to be employed, that have 
been connected witli the Jyotishtoma, 

Otherwise, if it were held to lay down the employment of only those 
that are not mentioned in the Context (as held by Purvapaksha A), then, 
inasmuch as in the face of other possible solutions, the connection of such 
verses could not be accepted by the Vedic texts, the burden, quite gratui- 
tously and groundlessly assumed, would be too heavy to bo safely 
carried. 
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If (in accordance with "Purmpaksha B), it bo taken as layings down 
the employment of those in the Context, as well as those not in it, — then, 
it would be necessary, in one case (that pei-taining to the verses mention- 
ed in the Context), to take the sentence as specializing their connection 
that had been already generally mentioned; while in the other (that 
pertaining to the verses not in the Context), it will have to be taken as 
laying down both the general and the special connection. And this 
diversity would lead to a syntactical split. 

And if we admit only those that are mentioned in the Context, then 
we are saved from all the said undesirable contingencies. And in this* 
there is a further advantage, — viz. that on account of the proximity (of 
the Injunctive affix with the versos mentioned in the same Context), it 
docs not become necessarji to carry tliat affix very lar from its context. 

Objection : “ In the Context also there is no such general connection 
“ mentioned, as is wanted ; and even if it were there, inasmuch as it 
‘‘ would point to the versos being employed in other purposes, the utilizing 
"of it ill the Upasthnna in question would bo most incompatible/^ 

Eeply : This does not affiect our position ; because wo do actually 
make use (in the Upasthdna) of such verses as have boon utilized else- 
where. 

OhjecHdn : “ In that case, the assertion of the general connection 
“ would become in'ionipatible with what you say.” 

Reply : Why should it ho iriciompatible, when, as a matter of fact, the 
general is involved iu all particulars H Conseijnently what we would 
do (in the case in question) would be to leave off the specialities of the 
general connection (as laid down in connection \vith the Jyotishtoma), 
which could be of no use in the case of other particulars, — and to 
accept only the general feature of that connection, which has been 
established, through those specialities ; and there would be no incongruity 
in this. 

The Bhashya has declared that —if imhpmdenthj of the Gontext^ the 
Da^ataya verses were laid down by the sejitence in question, then there tcould 
he a syntactical split ; as in that case the sentence could only be construed 
as—^ UpasthUndm kurydt, tacca evamlingena.' But such ‘ syntactical 
splits’ would be inevitable in all qualified Injunctions; f. i. even the 
sentence ‘ SomBna yajBta ’ could bo construed only as— ‘ Ydgam kurydi^ 
tacca somBna.* Nor is the qualified Injunction in question known as a 
whit less important than the other qualified Injunctions, — as, equally with 
the rest, it lays down something quite new. Specially as, in accordance 
with the Siddhiknta also, inasmuch ^ as no other indicative power (save 
that pertaining to the Deity) is admitted, the addition of ^ tacca Bvam- 
necessary as in accordance with the Pflrvapakska ; as even 
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the Torse mentioned in the Context could not apply to the UpastMna^ if 
it had not that Indicative Power. 

Consequently tlie ** Syntactical split,” involved in the Purvapaksha, 
ahould be explained as shown before. And in that case, in the BMshya 
passage just quoted, the first portion — ‘ JJpastMnam IcurgSV — ^is to be 
taken as pointing out a particular action in connection with the Syotish 
toma, and the second portion — ‘ tacca BvamlingBna ’ — as pointing, in depen, 
deiitly of tlxe Context, to the connection (of that Action) with the Mantra 
characterized by the Power of Indicating that Deity whose connection 
with the Jyotishto'ina has already been laid down. 


If, in order to avoid the Syntactical Split shown against him, tlie 
opponent should take the sentence as merely laying down the connection 
of the verse with the directly-mentioned jlgmdhropasthdna,-^iheTi^ to that 
explanation we offer the following reply : 

SUtra (22) : The Ixij unction, in that case, would be wholly use- 
less ; because of its non-connection with* a fruitful action ; as 
the Upasthana is not fruitful 

Objection : The sentence in question wouldy from the Context^ help the 
Jyotishtoma, — that is to say, the general connection of the verse being 
“ obtained from elsewhere.” 

In reply to this, the Bhashya shows that the general connection would 
not be possible, unless it were distinctly enjoined. If the sentence meant 
a direct declaration of the Upastlitina Ayith the Jyotishtoma^ then it could 
have ' been taken along with the dyotishfama. When, however, tbc 
sentence is taken as laying down, by a qualified Injunction, the connection 
of the verse with reference to the Upasthitna^ — witliout laying down the 
connection of this latter with the Jyotishtoma, — then, what the injunction 
comes to is that the verse is to be employed in an ordinary worldly 
XJpasthdna (not in connection with any Vedic sacrifice) not leading, to any 
desirable results, — such an injunction being got at by the rejection of the 
’ Context which has had no corroborative text assumed in its support, and 
which, for this reason, is unable to give any idea of a particular connec- 
tion (of the verse with a particular JJpasthma connected with the Vedic 
sacrifice of JyoHshtoma). In accordance with our view, on the other 
hand, inasmuch as the verses will have been already taken up before- 
hand by the Jyotishtarna^ they could not apply *to any other action (out- 
side the pale of that sacrifice); an5i thus the Injunction woul5 lay down 
something useful (the Upasthana performed with the mautl^, along 
^with the /yoh'shfoma, serving the useful purpose of hcl(>x£g in the 
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accomplishment of the Result of that sacrifice) ; and further, this way of 
interpi’eting the sentence is very much simpler. Or, there may be shown 
another simplicity in our view of the case : according to us what is laid 
down is the connection of the auxiliaries of the Jyotishtoma, in the shape 
of the Agmdhra etc. with the instrumental accessories, in the shape of 
the Verses ; and this Injunction would be with reference to the UpastMm. 

Sutra (23) : And further, all mantras are already enjoined. 

It has been argued above that the Agn&yt verses mentioned in the 
Context of the Jyotishtoma will have been already used in connection with 
that sacrifice, and hence bejng stale, could not rightly be employed in 
connection with the Ufastjffina in question. 

But this is not correct ; (1) because the text itself lays down a stale 
terse, and (2) because the subordinate position of the mantra makes it 
capable of being repeated (with general actions), — there would be no 
incongruity in the application of the said verses to both (the Jyotishtoma 
proper and the Upasthdna connected with it). For this reason, we can- 
not accept the sentence to admit of the construction ‘ Tsmivamlingena 
huryHt^ (as shown in the PHrmpaksha). Also because all muwfm are 
such as have been already enjoined, in connection with some action or 
other ; (and hence |i11 mantras would be equally stale). 

Then, it has been urged above that the verse would be particularized 
by the Injunctive aflSx (in ‘ Upatishfliet ’)• But inasmuch as the neces- 
sary particularization is got at by other means, such an assertion can only 
shine as an in^elevanb assumption. For even if we could specify the 
verses by means of the Injunctive affix, wo could not avoid the admis- 
sibility of all the verses in question ; because every ono of them is 
enjoined faud as such specified by the Injunctive affix), either as forming 
part of the Vedic text to be studied, or as occurring in the Brahmayajnas^ 
or as forming a part of tbe Vtlcastobha and the igvinilvastha. Conse- 
quently it cannot be.rightly asserted that the specification would be done 
by the (Injunctive) verb; as even after such a specification, there would 
be nothing to set aside the idea of the admissibility of all the verses in 
question. 

Thus then, for the very simple reason of there being no “ Apparent 
Inoousistency ( to justify the Indicative Power in leading to the assumj)- 
tion of a Vedic text), it must be admitted that, in the UpasthUm of thjs 
Agnlihra^ w^^are to employ only those IgnByi verses that are found to be 
mentioned in the Context. 



ADHIKARANA (9). 


[ The Bhaksha Mantras are to be employed in tlie Holding etc., 
in accordance with their Indicative Power.] 

Sutra (24) : “ On account of its Indicative Power and Name, 
the Anuvaka must be taken as applying to the Bhaksha/’ 

[We find the Bhaksha mantra laid down as follows : * Bhakshe hi ma 

vi^n , Bhi vaso purovaso hohubhyam saghyQsam, nrcaJcshantVa deva 

atakhySsham^ hinva me md me* mninahkimatigah^ mandriibkibhntih 

kBtnh trpyatn^ gayatracchandasah IndrapUasya hhakshayif - 

inL ] The Bhoshya has quoted the whole mantra, with a view to slicw 
which word in it is capable of what use, as will be discussed in the r.oxi 
four Adhikaranas, As a matter of fact, just as in the case of the Siikto- 
vtika, the words * Pr^tassavanaf^ etc.,* as also the ^ Vasnmadgdna etc.,’ that 
are eulogised as qualified by them, — so in the mantra under consideration 
also, the ‘ gayatracchandah etc and also * IndrapUa etc./ are to be 
used, separately, according to their several significations. 

Though such is the fact, yet, in connection with the Mantray there 
naturally arises the question as to whether the whole Anuvaka is to bo 
used in the ‘ Eating,’ or different parts of it are to be used in connection 
with ‘ Holding,’ ‘ Seeing ’ and ‘ Proper Digestion,’ as may be found to be 
indicated by the words of the several sentences. 

On this question we have the following 

PtJRVAPAKSHA. 

“ Inasmuch as it is the Bating alone that is enjoined, — as the word 
“ ‘ hhaksliaydmi ' in the Anuvdka itself distinctly indicates that Eating,-^ 
“ as the whole of the Anuvaka^ being held between the two words 
“ * hhukshB * and ‘ hhakshayamiy cannot possibly pertain to anything else, 
“ — and, lastly, as, in accordance with the Sntra IX — i— 37, the Holding 
** etc. also being mere concomitants of the principal action of Eatingy the 
whole AnUvdka is capable of being taken as a single sentence syntacti- 
** cally connected, — the Anuvdka must be taken as to be used, in its 
complete form, in connection with the Eating, 

“The following objection is here raised; ‘ (a) The first Sentence of 
“the Anuvtika—BhakshBhi etc. — is quite applicable to the hut 
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the next sentence — from vaso etc. down to saghydsam — clearly 
“pertains to the Holding] though the root saghi (in saghyiisam) being 
“laid down in the sense of hilling, the word saghydsam is not clearly 
“ expressive of jEToy/ngf ; yet, inasmuch as the instruments mentioned in 
“ connection with the action are tho Arms {hHhuhhydm), the word saghyi\- 
iigarn like the word nirvapati, indicates the Holding ; and it is a well-known 
“fact tliat a single root has many signiiications ; or lastly, it may be that 
“the hilling meant is that wliich is done by holding ; (c) thou again, the 
“sentence beginning with nrcakshasam is found to be applicable to seeing 
‘‘ or looking into ; though the root cakshin is laid down in tlie sense of 
making an audible sound, yet m usage, it is found to be expressive of 
“ mere illumination ; hence the word nrcahshasfl comes to mean one %vho 
“ is well known among men ; and in the word ‘ avakhySsharn ’ also has its 
“origin iu the root cakshtit ; and though the change that this root 
“ undfcrgoes is into the form khydn, yet it i.s changed into khyEn (as a 
“Vedic foi-m); consequently the sentence must bo taken as pertain- 
“ ing to seeing ; (d) in the same manner, the sentence ‘ hinva mB oio* 
“must bo taken as pertaining to the proper digestion of the Soma, as 
“it is only when properly digested that it can make the body healthy, 
“and not pass off below the navel. And thus the whole cannot bo taken 
“as a single sentence (pertaining to Eating alone) ; as that would be 
“incompatible witli^the indications of the sentences as sll(y^^'n above.* 

“To this we make the following reply: All -Holding etc. — 

“ coming as they all do, before and after the Eating, must bo taken as 
“ qualifying concomitants of this latter; and hence if the whole Anuvdka 
“were taken as indicative of the Eating as qualified by them, these 
“qualifications also would be indicated by implication; and thus there 
“would be no incongruity in the whole being used in connection with 
“ the single action of Eating, Though it is a fact that the Holding etc. 
“do not abandon their predominance, and are directly expressed by the 
“words of the mantras, — and as such the mantras should be taken as 
“ pointing to these, — yet, inasmuch as no useful purpose would be served 
“ by pointing to that which has not been enjoined, it is more reasonable to 
“ take them as concomitant auxiliaries to that which is enjoined (i.e. the 
“ Eating) ; as we have explained in connection with the Nirvflpa Ma7dra. 
“ For these reasons it must be admitted that our view is not incompatible 
“ with the indications of the Mantras. 

“ There is yet another argument in favour of our view — viz. that it 
“is in keeping with the name * BhakshUnuvdka* that is given to the 
“whole. 

“ Objection : * The Name that controls the applicability of mantras is 
“that which is found mentioned in the Veda; and as for tho name 
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“ * BhakshUnmahay it is not found mentioned in the Veda ; and as sucli 
“it can not bo rightly taken as controlling the applicability of the 
“ Anuvdlca* . ^ 

*'Bephj: A means of knowledge, whether it be Vedic or pertaining 
to the ordinary world, is accepted as authoritative, with reference to the 
“subject it deals with, only if it is found to be free from discrepancies; 
“and. ns a matter of fact, there are no discrepancies in the Name m 
“ question (as controlling the applicability of the Mantra), 

“ That is to say, just as the authoritative ness of the Veda rests upon 
“ the fact of its being free from all discrepancies attaching to the speaker, 
“so too would be the authoritative chai’acter bf a Name found in the 
“ ordinary world ; as this latter is as eternal in its application as the Veda. 
“ Nor can the ordinary usage of the Name be relegated to the realms of 
“ the ‘Blind following the Blind,’ because the Name BhckkshanuvUka)' as 
“ well as the named (the AnuvdJca) is clearly perceptible ; for certainly 
“po imperceptibility attaches to the Anmdkat as it does to the fact 
“ of the Agnihotra being the means to the attainment of Heaven. Coii- 
“ sequently the mere fact of the Antivllka being recognized as called by 
“the name ^ BhakshUnmUka" must be accepted as sufficient authority for 
“ the correctness of the name ; it is for this reason that whenever we 
“ come across this particular AuuvQka^ the name ‘ Bhakshanuvnka ’ always 
“comes up to our mind j and the compound * BhakshginuvSka * being ox- 
“ pounded as ‘ bhakahasya annvakah,’ distinctly points to the fact of the 
“ Annvaka being connected with Bating. And thus whenever these two 
“(the AnuvSka and the Bating) present themselves to our mind, it 
“ becomes at once apparent that they bear some sort of a mutual relatiou* 
“ ship ; and it is this general relationship that becomes specified by their 
“mutual requirements. That is to say, the Bating stands in need of 
“ something that would recall it to the mind of the sacrificial performer, 
“ and the Anttuflka stands in need of something that it should indicate; 
“ and both of these being tlius circumstanced, inasmuch as they are found 
“ to be capable of supplying each other’s* need, the Indicator and the 
“Indicated become connected with each other; and this connection is 
“ enjoined by the sentence laying down the performance of the Primaiy 
“ Action with all its details. And thus too the whole of the AnuvSka in 
“ question comes to be recognized as to be employed in the Bating '' 

♦ 

SIDDHINTA. 

I 

Smra (26): The rest is to be taken apart, beeanee of 

(Holding etc.) being enjoined, by means of the peculiar form 
of the Mantrae, and also by the ii^nnotion (of Bat^tgitself)- 
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The disjunction of the mantras is to be explained in the manner 
indicated in the first objection against the Purvapahsha ; that is to say, 
on the ground of the direct significations of the mantras themselves J 
specially as the fact of the wh-de being syntai^tieally connected 

is set aside by the ‘ peculiar form of the mantras i.e. by their Indicative 
Power .and Context, which distinctly point to Holding etc. 

Objection : “ The fact of the whole being syntactically connected 
“ with Eating is also based upon the Indicative Power of the Mantras,*^ 

Reply : True ; yet that Indicative Power is very much weaker, in its 
anthority, on account of its being much farther removed from Direct 
Declaration. That is to say, the Indicative Power pertaining to the 
Holding etc. directly leads to the assumption of the corroborative Vedic 
text, and tliereby quickly points to the applicability of the mantra ; 
while in the other case, in the first instance, it would he necessary to 
assume the fact of the whole being syntactically connected, — then, through 
Indication, to assume the existence of tlie power in tlie whole to indicate 
the single action of Eating, sxA then the corroborative text ; and thus 
in this case the Vedic text is very much farther removed than in the 
former case. Consequently, the Eating being found to be directly 
connected with' the first sentence of the Anuvaka, which happens to be 
most proximate to it, and the other sentences being found to be capable 
of applying to the other actions {Holding etc.), these latter are taken 
apart from the sentence pertaining to the Eating. 

Objection : “ There is not much useful purpose served by a mantra 
“pointing to those that are already implied by something else.” 

Reply ; How can such painting out be said to be useless, when we 
find that, unless the actions are so pointed out, they cannot be performed. 
It is only such an implied action as is not pointed out, which requires no 
further effort for its performance ihan what is made in connection with 
the Action that implies it. In the case in question, however, we find 
that each of the actions of Holding etc, requires an independent effort for 
its performance ; and as such until each is recalled to the mind (at the 
time of the sacrificial performance •, it cannot bn performed ; and conse- 
quently it becomes necessary for these to be recalled (and this recalling 
can be done only by means of mantras j. 

Then again, we find that the injunction that we have of the Eating , — 
vix. the sentence ‘ ahhishutya huM etc., etc.,* — is incapable of bringing 
about a due performance of its own object, unless it also lays down the 
other actions of Holding etc, ; and hence it lays down these also. 

Thus then, on account of the peculiar form of the Mantras themselves, 
--and of the fact of theinjuuction of these actions just pointed out, — the 
Ao^ionr itbamselves are laid down (as connected with the Mantras) — rthe 
}89 « 



1106 TANTRA-ViKTIKA. A1>H. Ill— PADA TI— AD0I., ( 9 ). 

Proper Digestioft and the mantra connected with it being separated from the 
rest through a distinct Inj auction (shown below) ; and hence even though 
the direct Injunction of such connection, being not .perceived, cannot be 
distinctly pointed out, — yet that does not much alfect the position. As fov 
tho Proper Digestion, it most be taken as directly enjoined, on account of 
certain expiatory rites laid down as consequent upon Vomitting or 
Purging (which follow only when there is no Proper Digestion). 



ADHIKARANA (10). 


i'Tlie portion of the Bhakshdnuvdka^ beginning with ‘ nmndrdbhihhutih ' 
^ and ending with ‘ hhakshaydmt * forms a single Hymti], 

SUtrti (26) : The portion beginning with * mandra ' is to be taken 
as a single mantra, because it speaks of a subsidiary detail ; 
specially as the two sentences therein contained jointly 
express a single fact. 

[I» the above BhaskshmuvSka, we find the sentence ‘ mandrdhhihhuiih 
.....MakshayUmi* , and in connection with this, there arises the question 
as to whether the sentence, from the beginning down to * trpyatu,' forms 
one viantni^ and that beginning with ‘ vasumat * down to the end forms 
another, or the two together form a single mantra.] 

On this we liave the following 

PCTRVAPAKSHA. 

^‘Inasmuch as, like Holding etc, in the previous Adhikaranay the 
single fact of satisfaction is denoted by the sentence ending with * irpyatu,* 
“ this must be taken as a distinct mantra*' 

SIDDHANTA. 

To this we make the following reply : Thafe Action alone can form the 
object of Indication hy mantras^ which requires a distinct effort for its 
accomplishment, — and not those that merely follow on the wake of other 
actions. 

That is to say, in the case of tlie Holding etc. wo’ find that unless one 
performs these other actions, he cannot accomplish the Eating ; and hence 
it was only right for the person, as well as for the Scripture, to make a 
distinct effort (towards its performance and Indication respectively ). In 
the case in question, however, we find that for the satisfaction (of Hunger) 
there is no other effort possible than what is involved in Eating ; and as 
such no useful purpose could be served by its indication (by the mantra). 
Consequently, we can explain the Imperative (in Hrpyatu*} either as 
denoting a request, or as having the force of the Efesent ; and thereby the 
two sentences would be connected^ syntactically,— indicating, jointly, the 
single act of Eating as., qualified hy satisfaction, --thus forming a single 
niantra. ** 



ADHIKAKANA (11). 

[The mantra* beginning with * ludrapitasya * etc. are applicable to all 
Eatings^ with the necessary modifications.] 

[An Hypothetical Adhikarana.] 

SUtra (27 ): Inasmuch as the mantra indicates the particular 
*Batinfif/ out of a number of those that are all enjoined by the 
same Injunction.— the 'Eating’ of the Soma other th&n that 
dedicated to Indra is to be done without any mantra. 

[In connection with the Jyothhtoma^ there are several cups of Soma 
dedicated to a number of Detins, Indra and the rest. The remnants of 
these ofPerings are to be eafen, and the mantra laid down in connection 
with this eating is the Bhukshanuvdka under consideration. And there 
now arises the question as to whether the mantra is to be repeated with 
the eating of every one of the remnants, or of that alone which has been 
dedicated to Indra, and those of others are to be done without any 
mantras,’] 

Inasmuch as the word ^IndrapUasya* (in the mantra) is co-extensivc 
with the Soma (that is offered to Indra), — as there are no words in the 
mantra indicative of those not dedicated to Indra, — and lastly, as there 
can be no modifications in mantras connected with the Primary Actions, 
(and every one of the eatings is a distinct Primary by itself), — it would 
appear that the eating of the Soma dedicated to other Deities is to be 
done without mantras. 

As agaiust the above, we have the following 
PURVAPAKSHA. 

Satrn (28) : “ The mantra will have to be applied in accordance 
with the Deity (to whom the offering has been made) ; because 
the offerings to the other Deities are shown to have their 
archetype in the offering made to Indra.” 

“ In connection with the eating of the Soma dedicated to other Deities 
than Indra, the mantra is to be repeated with the necessary modifications ; 
because the offerings to the other Deities are mere ectypes of the 
offering to Indra. Though all the ,offerings ' are similar actions, 

** inasmuch as they are distinct actions, some would be mere offshoots of 
** the other. And here we find that the offering of ihe^ Dhrmasoma to 
“ Indra fonns the archetype of the other offerings. ' 
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QmsUoi^ .* * How do yon know this ? ’ 

Answer: We know this from the fact of the mantra relating to the 
“ Holding pointing to the Soma as forming the object of offering to Indra ; 

as there is always a restriction of the object to be accomplished by its 
-4nstraraent; as for instance, the Agnihotra etc. are restricted by the 
“ Jhiwamhja Fire etc. As a matter of fact, too, all the accessory details of 
“ the Soma are present only where the Soma is present ; and hence it is 
“ only the offerings (of Soma) to Indra that are accompanied by the acces- 
sory details ; and the other offerings, not being directly connected with 
“those details, would take them only by transference (from the fomer). 
“And thus it is established that the same Mantras, with necessary 
“ modifications, are applicable to the other offerings also. 

“ It is only thus that we have the Injunction, with reference to the 
“previously mentioned ^namati* {ssmjpannamati, modifies), specified to 
Anmhtup metre (that is to say, this injunction distinctly points to 
“ the fact of the modifications of mantras being quite in keeping with the 
“ Scriptures). This injunction is in connection with the JgoHshfoma ; and 
“ it is because the various parts of the Jyotlshfoma are not yet recognized 
“ as its offshoots that the change in the mantra has to depend upon the 
“ said Injunction ; as if they were recognized as its offshoots, then the 
'‘changes would have been made in accordance with the general law that 
“ the ectypes are tb be done in the manner of the archetype ; and hence 
“ in that case the Injunction brought forward could not have shown what 
“ it is meant to show. 

“ Objection : ‘ The parts of the Jyotishtoma are its mere ectyes ; and 
“ hence the mention of the change does not indicate what you mean.’ 

"‘Reply: Not so ; hecause all the offerings ending with the Agnisk- 
'' toma being contained in the same Injunction, even though the Parts 
" (samthils) were mere ectyf)os, the wan^ra applied to these would bo in 
“ its unchanged form— in accordance with general law that ‘ the ectype is 
“ to be done in the same way as the archetype’; and in that case there 
“ should not have been any mention of ‘ Ohange ’ (in the word ‘ namati^), 

“ When the offering to Indra forms the archetype of the other ofEer- 
mgs, the mantra does undergo changes, in connection with the Agnishfoma 
“ etc,, occurring in the Third Savana ; and hence the mention of ‘ Change ' 
“becomes quite compatible with this. By the word 'namati' what is 
.“ meant is the inserting of a particular word, and not that of the word 
“ * anushtup.* 

“ Consequently certain modifications are to be made in the mantras, 
m accordance with the Deities, to whom the particular offerings are 
“made.” ^ 



ADHIKARANA (12). 

[There should be a mention of Indra in connection with the FmarMyn- 
nntta Soma.'] 

SUtra (29): In connection with the Punarabhyunnita, there 
should be a mention of all Deities, because it contains the 
remnants of both. 

While the foregoing Adinkarana still rests in the PurvapaJcsha^ iincl 
the SiddhSnta is not finally stated and established, till the end of the 
P&da, we take for granted, for the time being, the propriety of having 
modifications, and then proceed to consider under what ciroumstancos 
the modifications, if allowable, would be possible. 

When the soifiia contained in certain vessels has .been offered and 
poured out, even while there may be some remnants left in them, more 
sonia is poured into the same vessels (for 6th er offerings) ; and the soma 
thus poured in is called the * Pumrahhyunmta Soma* How this character 
belongs to that soma, and how it forms the object of the discussion rela* 
ting to modijlcationsj is thus shown : — There are ten vessels ; four of 
these belong to the Brahm^j etc., who make the middle offerings ; and 
each of these four is used twice in the offerings of Vashafkara and the 
A^iuvashatkdra of the Hotr priest ; while the Hautraka vessels (that is 
the vessels belonging to the Hotr) are used only once in the offering of 
the Vashatkdra ; — in all these, the Deity is Indra ;—and while these vessels 
still contain remnants of the previously offered soma^ more s&ma is 
poured into them and offered to other Deities all this is shown by the 
Directions,— in connection with the offerings to many Deities that are 
made by the Priests in connection with the Second Homa,— implied in the 
ydjyd mantras connected with those offerings such, for instance, as 
‘ mattr9varum mitrSvai'nnau mitram vayam havamahB, etc.^ elc ,^ ; — atai 
vv;hen, after all these offerings have been made, the vessels are brought out 
for the purpose of the post-sacrificial eating, then they a-re found to 
contain two remnants, — the former, the remnant of the first offering.to 
Indra, and the latter, that of the offering to Mitr&varu^a. And then, 
when the time comes for the mention of thfe Deities (in course of th® 
mantras to be recited in connection with the eating of thefiie remnants) 
tlmre arises a doubt as to whether there should be a mention of 
whose connection with^he vessel as its Deity has been passed (IVbr, as also 



ADHIKARANA (13). 

[At tlie eating of tlie Pdtmvata, Indra, etc., should not bo mentioned.] 

SHtra (32) : In the Patnivata) it would be as before/’ 

We proceed to consider exceptions to the general rule arrived at in the 
foregoing Adhikarana. 

As a matter of fact, we find that the remnants of the offerings to the 
pair of Deities are thrown into the AdityasthdU, and from that they are 
again transfeired to tlie Agr^tyanasthHi ; and, siibaeqnent to this, we have 
the declaration of the Holding of the Pnlntvata -in the sentence ‘ ITpdnpi- 
pdtrSna PStnivatamdgrayannt grhnntV 

And when the eating of the remnant of this Pnmvata offering comes 
to be done, there arises the question as to whether the Deities other than 
Patnivat should bo mentioned in the mantra recited, or not. And on this 
we have tlie 

P0RVAPAKSHA 

that they should be mentioned — the mantra being read as Indravdyn- 
patnivatpitasyo., etc' 

SIDDHANTA. 

Sutra (33) : Inasmuch as the remnant is taken up (by the subse- 
quent Deity), the connection of the previous Deity should be 
set aside. 

The prevsent case is by no mean-s similar to that dealt with in the 
previous Adkiharana. Because, at the time of the Holding of the offering 
to Patnivat, the proximity of the other Deity is set aside ; as the offering 
to Patnivnt is laid down as to be conveyed together with the remnants of 
the previous offerings. 

That is to say, the convoying of the gift to Patnivat is laid down, as 
to be done when the remnants of the offerings to the pair of Deities have 
been transferred to the Agrayaua vessel. And under the circumstances, 
even if the gift were conveyed to another Deity, the implication of its 
connection with Patnioat would be unobstructed; and when Patnivat 
itself is declared as one. to ^hom the gift is to be conveyed, its connection 
with the remnants becomes all the more potent. For instance, the soma 
^hat issues from the Jgrayana vessel is meant to belong to Patnivat; and as 
matter of JPaot, the remnants of the^other offerings are actually found to 
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issue from the Agrayana vessels ; hence these remnaTits also are con- 
veyed as drifts to Pat ni vat. 

If wo had the declaration in the fox*m ‘ Agrayanam pdtnivatam karot;^ 
then, even though the Remuant would have been proxiniately connected 
^with*Patnivat, yet; inasmuch as it would not be the ^ Agrayana,^ it would 
on the strength of the tejct be removed from the conveyance of tjhe gift. 
But we find the dir«ction in the form, ^ Agrayanfit pntnivntam grlimti^* 
— nnd not as * Ayrayannsya * or ^Agrayanam ' And in such cases — e.g. iu 
the sentence * vrhshfit parn<jim patati * — we understand the parna falling to 
1 ) 0 , not only the len-ves of the tree, but also the feathers of the birds 
iuhahiti'ig the tree; because the Tree is spoken of only as iihe place fmm 
which the parna falls (and not as tliat to which the parna belongs). In the 
same manner, in the case in question, a 11 that is laid down as the ground 
for the connectinn of the Remnant with Patnivat is the fact of its 
issuing fiom the Agratjana vessel^ and not tliat of its being the Ayroynna 
itself, And from between the Sumpnta and the Ayrayana^ wliich 
occupy the same place, that which issues forth can be S]^oken of as 
^Ayrayannt apebah ’ ; and that is the sole ground for the connection with 
' Patnivat. 

As for the fact of the Uemnant Iwing mixed up with offerings other 
than the Agrayanuy it issues (or flows) from the Non-Agrayana also, 
this fact is of no use either in the prohibition or. the injunction (of 
tho Palmmta) ; because we have no such declaration as that ‘ t.hat whicli 
flow^s from the Non-Agrayana is not Ptibmvata.' If such were the sense 
of the stu’iptures, then that Ayrayana offering, which actually flows from 
the Agraytina, would he flowing from both the Agrayana and 
the Aurigr iyuna, and would thus cease to be ‘ Patnlvata,^ Consequently, 
inasmuch as tlieie would be nothing to warrant the restriction that 
the Roinuaiit must (iu order to be connected with Patnivat) flow 
from the Agrayana oniy^ w'e must admit it simply as tliat it should 
flow from the, Agrayana, And as this would bo applicable to the Sampnta 
also, it becomes quite possible for the Remnant to be connected with 
the Patnivat Deity, And as until the ownership of the previous Deity 
has not been set aside, it could not belong to the previous Deity, — there 
can be no mention of the previous Deity (at the eating of the Rem- 
nant of the Pd,tnivata) ; just as when the teacher gives the remnant of his 
food to his head- pupil, and this latter, having had his full out of ifi 
gives, it to the subordinate pupil, this latter eats it as the i^mnant of the 
food of the head-pupil, and not as that of the teacher. 

Objection ; The Mermant in question is only a parf of that which 
** belonged to the previous Deity , — that is to say, before ii was offered t«) 
“Patnivat/*' ^ ^ 
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The author of the BhUshya^ thinking of making the objector 
admit his own view of the case, replies jointly : Certainly ^ we do not find any 
part of that which has been poured into the fire as an offering. That is to say, 
all that belongs to the previous Deity is that which was actually poured 
for it into the fire, aud that wiiich was thus offered was destroyed by 
Hie fi»-e. 

. The opponent, not comprehending the drift of the answer, uvjyes — 
'^Even in the original offering ^ we do not find any portion of that which haa 
been poured as libation'^ 

The answer to this is that, in the original offering the Deity was duly 
named at the time of the utterance of the words conveying the gift to the 
Deity. 

Says the opponent : “ The same was the case in the case in question 
also ” 

The Siddht^nti replies : In this lies the difference from the original 
offering. That is to say, in the case of the original offering, there was no 
mention made of the Deity that had been set aside; while in the 
present case, the fact of its having been set aside is distinctly stated. 

Thus, then, it is established tliat Patnivat alone should be men- 
tioned— (the mantra being read as ‘ PatnlvatpUasya^ etc'). 



ADHIKARANA (14). 


[At the eating of the Remnant of the Pdtnivata offering there should be 
no- mention of Tvashff,] * 

Sutra ' **Tvashtr should be mentioned, because of the 

Drinking.*^ 

[In connection with the P&tmvata offering, we have the Mantra, 
^Agnai patnivan, sajmdSvSna Tvashtrd somam piva'\ and with regard to 
this, there arises the question as to whether Tvashfr should be men- 
tioned Mt the eating or nob.'] 

On this question, we have the following 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

“ Inasmuch as in connection with the Pntmvata offering, Tvaahtr is 
“ spoken of as * drinking the Soma * in the company of Patnivab, he also 
“ must be regarded as the Deity of that offering, as indicated by the 
“ words of the Mnwfra.” ' 

SIDDHANTA. 

SUtra (35) : Such should not be the case, because of inequality. 

Tvashff should not be mentioned ; because between Mantra and the 
Direct Injunction^ there is a vast differenc?e of authoritative strength (this is 
one ‘ inequality *) ; and then again, there is a difference in the characters 
of TvaAhtf and Patnivat as nominatives to the action of Drinking ; as what 
Mantra denotes is the mere companionship (of Tvashfr) (this ivS anothei* 
‘ inequality *). 

That is to say, in the Injunction of the Pdtnivata offering — *Pdtni’ 
vatam grhndti * — we have Patnivat aloue mentioned as the Deity, and that 
too by means of a nominal affix (in the word ‘ Pdtmvatarn^ ) ; and the nom- 
inal affix could not denote this, if the deific character depended upoji 
something else (the association of another Deity for instance) ; and for 
this reason also, the Indication by the words of the Mantra (of the deitir 
character of Tvashfr) is exti'emely weak in its authority (as against the 
direct denotation of the Nominal Affix). Then again, as a matter of fact, 
it is not found to be impossible for the Mantra fo be an auxiliary to the 
Action in question, unless the deific character of lhashtr is admitted ; 
the connection of the Mantra with the Action is accoinplishod by its dene- 
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tafcion of Patnwdt only. Nor is the mention of Tvaskff in the Mantra 
otherwise inexplicable ; as its mention could be taken to be in praise of 
patnivat. Thus then, the meaning of the Mantra would come to be this ; 
‘ You, and Patnivdn, who are associated with Tvashfr, drink the soma ! ’ 

On the other hand, how could the mention of TvashtT being the 
‘drinkey of soma * (even if the Mantra could be made to give this meaning) 
make Him the Deity of that offering ? Because the sole function of the 
Deity of a sacrifice lies in his serving as the agent with reference to whom 
the offerings are made (and not in his actually eating or drinking the 
materials offered ). 'Phe deific character of Tvashtr^ however, becomes all the 
more unacceptable, when all that the Mantra speaks of is his companion- 
ship (with Patnivat) (and not even the fact of Ids being a ‘ drinker *) ; and 
this too, it does only figuratively ; and it does »iot mean that he actually 
accompanies Patnivat in the ‘ drinking ’ ; as we often find the word ‘ saha ’ 
usG«l iVi cases where that which is spoken of as ‘ acc^ompanying ’ does not 
join in tl»e Action ; foi* instance, in the common saying, * sahaiva dn^ahhih 
putraih bhflram vahati gardahht^' we find that all tliat it means is that — 
‘oven while the ass has ten offsprings, it is sbe that is made to carry the 
burden.* 

Thus it must he admitted that the Mantra does not indicate the fact 
of Tvashfr being the Deity (of the Patnlvata offering) ; and as such there 
should be no mention of him (at the eating of the Remnant of that 
offering). 



ADHIKARANA (15). 


[At tte eating of the Remnant of the Pntnivata offering, there should be 
no mention of the Thirty and Three.] • 

SUtra (36) : So also the Thirty, as the Mantra serves another 

purpose. 

This Adhikarana simply deals with the applicability of the conclusion 
of the foregoing Adhikamnu to another case. 

[In connection with the same PaMvata^ we find anotlier Mantra: 
^ Aihhih agnB saratham yahyarv^h nflnUratham v/I, mhhavo hyn^vfih, 
patnimta’itfimgatasArimgca dSvnnanuihvadhamRvaha m^dayasva * ; and there 
arises the question as to whether at the eating of the Remnant of the 
PHuivata offering, there should be a mention of the * and ^ Aref? ’ 

Deities spoken of in this Mantra, or not.'] 

And on this question, we have the following 

PtJRVAPAKSHA. 

Inasmuch as there are several points in which the present case differs 
from that dealt with in the foregoing Adhikarai^ay the conclusion titereof 
“ is, for this reason, not applicable to the present case. These points of 
“ difference are the following 

** (1) The same mantra that indicates Agni to be the Deity, also in- 
‘^dicates the fact of Agni being the Distributer of the Drink to the 
“Thirty and Three gods, who are spoken of as the partakers of that 
“ Drink ; and hence the fact of these latter also being the principal 
“Deities is shown by the Jfa«ira itself, which presents Agni in quite 
“ a secondary position (of that of Distributer or Attendant at meals). 

“ (2) In the case of the mantra treated of in the previous Adhikarana., 
“ we found that it denoted mere companionship^ and hence Tvasht)' 
“not being "found to be mentioned on terms of equality, was rejected 
“ from the dei6c position. The case^is reversed in the mantra now under 
“ consideration ; as in this it is Agni that is spoken of as subordinate ; and 
“ hence the former law cannot apply to the present case. 

“ (3) All that the Injunction contained in the word with the nominal 
“ afiix denotes is that the dei^c character in connection 

“ with the Action in question consists in the fact of a certain Deity 
“being ‘Pafnivdw* {having a wife) ; sind this qualification is found 
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“to be as coiiconiitant witlj Agni — in the mantra Agndi Patnivan * — as 
“ with the thirty and three gods, who are also spoken of in the same 
“ ilaiitra as ‘ having wives ' in the sentence ‘ Patnivatastnm^aiastrimgca 
ilevan' Nor does the original Injunction Pdtmvatnm grhnJyat*) "pve- 
“chid© the connection of other Deities,— which preclusion would have 
^^vetoei the indications by the nuintra. Nor is there any infringement 
of the Injunction involved in the acceptance of the other Deities ( the 
‘‘ thirty and three) along with the one formerly enjoined. And inasmuch 
“as the connection of these other deities is cognized by altogether 
“difPeront means fi.e. the indications of the mantra), it cannot be said to 
“have anything to do with the nominal affix (in ' Patnivatam'), which 
“thciefore (saniiot be said to bo dependent upon the mention of these 
“(and as such impossible). That is to say, if the nominal affix had 
“cMijoined the Deity Putnivatj as depending upon the ‘Thirty and 
“thrie,’ then alone could it be open to the charge of standing in need 
“of an extraneous factor. And as for the mantra, thi^re is nothing 
“ incongruous in its indicating the Deity, as depending upon thn previous 
“Injunction (as such dependence is declared to be. incompatible only 
“ with the nature of the Nominal Affix). Then too, inasmuch as we 
“accept both— Agni as well as the Thirty and Three gods — to be the 
“ Deities, there can be no contradiction between the original Injunction and 
“ the latter mantrh Indication. 

“ Question} ‘ When both the Deities serve the same purpose, how 
“ can they be both accepted ? f as in such cases, it is necessary to take 
“ the two as optional alternatives]. 

Answer : Boih could not be taken together, if the mantra did 
“ not speak of both. As a matter of fact, however, wo find tliat, while not 
“abandoning the mention of .<ff/i42',»-who has been enjoined in the 
“ previous Injunction,— as having the character of the Deity in the 
“ shape of the Distrihuter, the mantra indicates the fact of the Thirty 
“ and three gods being the Deities. 

“ Thus then, both being taken together, it becomes necessary to 
“make a mention of all of them (at the eating of the Pdtnivata 
“ Uemnant). And that this is authorized by the mantra itself, the 
“ Bh&shya proceeds to show by appending an explanation of the mantra 
“as follows: 

“ In reciting the Yfijyh the Agmdhra Priest thus respectfully prefers a 
“request to Agni, in the words — Aytihi, Come — though the * appears 
‘‘ at the very beginning of. the mantra and ^yahi' after three words, yet 
“such usage is in accordance with the rule ^ Okandgsi vyavaJiM^ca' — 
“ i.e, along with the Thirty and Three (lods mentioned later on, 

“ either on ihe same chariot, or on different chariots, as you are exception-. 
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“ ally rich in horses ; but having come before them, present to the Thii-ty 
“and Three gods and their wives the Svndhd food, iSowa, and satisfy 
“ them fully/ By this it is clearly shown that these Deities are meant 
“ to be the enjoyers of the Drink/’ 

SIDDHANTA. 

To the above we make the following reply : There should ho uo 
mention of the Thirty and Three gods at the eating of the PHtnivala 
Bemnant. Because in all cases the functioning of the mantra is cou- 
trolled by what is directly enjoined ; consequently, as in the case of 
Tvitsht)\ so in the present case also, the mention of the Thirty and Three 
gods fin the mantra) must be taken as contributing to the praise of 
Agni. That is to say, inasmneh as the sole business of the mantra 
lies in recalling to mind what has hemi previously enjoined (in the 
Injunction ^ Ff^tnlvatam yrhnnti' ) ^ it could not, in any case, serve 
the purpose of indicating (dther the fact of Ai^ni being the Dutrihutoi\ 
or that of the Thirty and Three gods being the partakers, of the Drink,— 
both of these facts not having been previously enjoined. 

Thus then, the mantra beiiiir found to serve a distinct purpose, 
it cannot be endowed with the power of independently indicating the 
deific character of the Thirty and Three gods, thereby stepping beyond 
the original Injunction. And when even this indicative potency is not 
possible, it is all the more improbable for the mantra to have the injunc- 
tive potency. 

Nor could the mantra bo taken as recalling the deific character of 
these thirty and three gods only; because these gods have been men- 
tioned simply £<U’ the purpose of indicating the greatness of Ayni^ enjoined 
by the previous Injunction, And tlie reason why we take it this way is 
that, inasmuch as the mantra describes, as the giver j one [Agni) w'hosc 
lordship over tl»o Soma is unknown, such description cannot be taken 
in its direct sense; and hence it is taken as implying the said lordship of 
Agni. 

That is to say, as a matter of fact, the Soma has not been offered to 
Agni at the time that the mantra is being recited ; and then before he 
has himself received the Soma, if he were really asked to give it to other.s, 
it would mean a pure deception. If, however, the request to * give ’ be con- 
strued as implying the praise of his greatness that ‘ Thou art the ti'ue 
giver and the master of this Soma,’ then the sentence would become quite 
intelligible ; as in that case it would I'esemble such ordinary complirnen- 
taty talk as we come across even in ordinary parlance; as for instance, 
in specially complimenting one of the persons invited, one says * when you 
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have been invited, yon have become the master, and it is you who should 
invite the others.’ And in this case the sentence comes to serve a dis- 
tinctly useful purpose, in keeping with the previous Injunction. And 
the word ^mfldayasva* (satisfy them) also, not being found to be com- 
patible in its direct signification, is to be taken as implying the request 
‘come with these.* Then also the mention of Agni as the giver could 
not serve any perceptible purpose ; and as such it must be taken as in- 
dicating the fact of Agni being the actual Receiver of the ofFering. And 
thus, that whicli is clearly expressed by the nominal aflix (in *Pdtmvatam*) 
would not have to be rejected, in view of the Mantra (as the two would 
in this case be quite compatible). 

Question'. The injunction mentioning mei^ely the word ' Pdtntvatam' 
‘‘how do you make it out to be an injunction of alone as the Deity, 
“and not the Thirty and Three ? ** 

Answer'. In the injunction in question, what is taken as the Patnlvat 
(having a wife) is Agni, and not the Thirty and Three gods; because 
ill the mantra *Agnai patnivUn * we find the epithet ‘ Patnlvdn * applied 
to Agni. 

Objection-. ‘‘But we find the same epithet applied to the Thirty and 
“Three gods also, — in the mantra ^ patmvatastrimgatah, etc,*” 

Eeply ; True ; the epithet is applied to them ; but in spite Of that, we 
take Agni alone to be the PatnivUn that is meant by the previous Injunc- 
tion. Because as a rule, when something is mentioned by means of a 
nominal affix as in (‘ Pdtnivatam ’), there is no manifestation of the 
number of that which is denoted by the basic noun ; and inasmuch as the 
denotation of the basic noun could not be inserted in any other way, in an 
explanation of the word (‘ Patnivata’), it is spoken of in the singular 
number,— as ‘ Patnivdn divatH asrja* A« for * Thirty * however it is always 
in the plural number, and as such could never find a place in the explana- 
tion of the woiyI (‘ Piitnivatam *) ; consequently no such nominal affix (as is 
found in the Injunction) could ever appear in connection with them ; and 
hence they could never be taken as the Deities connected with the Action 
laid down in that Injunction. 



ADHIKARA.1JTA (16). 

(At the eating, there should be no mention of the Anuvashatkara.] 

SUtra (37): The Vashatkara also, like the Agent, (should not 

be mentioned). 

[Th<*re is an AmivasJmtkdra mentioned in the sentence — * SomanyrtQrh 
vtliity>iniiva!ih>'fkaiotif* and in connection with this there arises the ques- 
tion as to vvhetlier this AnuvushafkHra should be mentioned or not, at 
the time of the Eatimj.^ 

On this question, we have the following 

PCTRVAPAKSHA. 

“ Inasmuch as there is no donbt as to the deific character of tlie 
Anuvai<katk(ira b« ing expressed by the said Injunction, as well as lu’ 
“ I he words of the mantra ^ — there must be a mention of this.” 

SIDDHANTA. 

To the above we make the following reply : Just as the Drinker 
appearing subsequently could not make a mention of the previous Drinker, 
who is not connected with the Primary Saci-ifice, — so, in the same manner, 
there could he no mention of the V ashutkara in question. Because this 
latter is not mentioned in the Primary Sacrifice ; and even when it does 
appear, it does not appear as doing anything for that sacrifice. OoUvSC- 
quently there should be no mention of this. 



ADHIKARANA (17). 


[The IJemnants of offerings other than the one to Indra should be eaten 

without Mantras,'] 

Sutra (38): As the Soma belongs equally to nil the 
Deities^ ((there can be no relationship of the Arvhefype 
and Ectype among the various offerings) ; (and as for the 
declaration of the change into the Annshtap metre) it is a 
mere prohibition of the use of the preceding metre. 

We now proceed to offer our reply to the opponent’s arguments 
contained in Sutra (28). 

'J'here should not be any modifications in the mantras^ in accordance 
with the Deity, the remnant of whose offerintr is to be eaten ; the 
remnants of the off tarings to other dtdties than Indra should be eaten 
witliout mantras. Because the whole »ctinn of the Jyotuhtoma forms a 
single context ; and as such an action could not be its ow^ archetype 
{PraJcrU) and ectype {Vikrti), 

That is to say, if each of the several repetitions of the same action of 
offering to the various Deities (which repetitions constitute the Jyotishfoma 
sacrifice) were a distinct action by itself, then each would have been 
related as the archly pes and ectypes of one another. Asa matter of fact, 
however, they are not so many distinct actions ; for neither* the Soma 
nor any accessory rietails are laid down with reference to th^se indivi- 
dual offerings ; as the way in which one of these takes up the Soma, etc. 
is exactly the same in which they are taken up by the rest. We shall 
explain this in detail urid«^r Sutra III— *vi — 30. Nor can the mantra 
(‘ Tfidrapitaxya, etc.') make the Soma entirely connected with Indra ; as we 
have a direct declaration ( ‘ Somena yajHa ') to the effect that the So>na 
helonirs to all the Deities. We find in the case of the derdaration ‘ Aha- 
vaniye juhotiy'* that, not appearing in the context of any particular sacri- 
fice, it points to the fact of the Ahovaniya pertaining to all Homas ; and 
hence inasmuch as there are no ar^tions without the fire, what the sen- 
tence is taken to denote is the fact of such persons as have not hnd the 
lire not being entitled to the performance of a»»y sacrifirres. But the fact 
of the Soma belonging to all the Deities is not indicated by the mantr a in 
the same manner, in the case in question ; as in this case, the Mantra 
being found in the context (of the particular sacrifice Jyolishtoma)^ could 
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very well, by its indicative power, indicate the fact of the So^na belong, 
ing to Indra;*— and that the Soma belonging to the other Deities would 
be held and measured (by handfuls), without being indicated by the 
Mantra. 

Or, it may be that there being no discrimination among the several 
Somas^ all of them being . up, they would be distinguished by the 
words conveying the o^erings to the several Deities. 

Or, as in the case of the Suhralmanyd^ the mantra could be taken 
as indicating Indra as the chief among the rest, the sense being * Indra 
and the rest.' 

Or, lastly, inasmuch as the word ^Vasnmat' is not found in the 
oidginal Injunction of the sacrifice, the mention of that in tl»o mantra 
would be otherwise useless; and hence the word ‘ VasumattvBna' may be 
taken as denoting * Indi a as accompanied by the other Deities.' 

Thus then, the Soma is equally connected, by Injunction, with all the 
Deities ; and thus none of the offerings could be taken as a mere ectype of 
the other. 

It has been argued above (under Sfi^ra 28) that, inasmuch as we 
have an injunction as to changing the metro of the original into the 
Anushtup^ the offering, in connection with which this change is laid dowu, 
is an ectype of the former. But the injunction of the change could 
very well be applicable, even when the Soma is equally applicable to all 
Deities ; as in that case it could be explained as a qualified Injunction 
of a particular metre in the place of the Jagati metre which would have 
been used, on account of the offering falling in the Third Savana, Or, it 
may be that, inasmuch as tlie several Samsthris of the Jyotishtoma are mere 
ectypes, it is only natural that there should be modifications in connec- 
tion with these ; but that does not servo the purpose of “ showing " that 
the offerings to the other Deities are mere ectypes of the offerings to 
Indra (as held by Sutra 28). 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the Bhakshamantra is to 
be employed only in connection with the eating of the Remnant of the 
offering to Indra; and like the Holding and the Measuring^ the Mantra 
could not restrict the eating ; and hence the Remnants of the offerings to 
other Deities are to be eaten without Mantras, 



ADHIKARANA (18), 

[Ther eating of the Aindragna Remnant is to bo done without mantras.'] 

Sutra (39) : In the case of the Aindragna offering, the mantras 
<< should be used, because of the presence in the mantra of an 
indication of that Deity.” 

Now then, there arises the question as to whether the mantra ‘ Indra- 
jiitasya^ etc' is applicable to those cases where the Deity is Indra accom- 
panied by another Deity. And on this point we have the following 

PtJRVAPAKSHA. 

“ The Mantra is quite applicable to such cases. Because the declara- 
“ tion of Indra being the Deity does not depend upon the fact of the Soma 
“ being drunk by him ; and hence there can be no similarity between the 
“present cases and the case of the Quartering oftJmAgnBya OaJce (dealt 
‘ with under 8fltr(^ II — i— 27) for the simple reason of the incapability of 
the word, 

“ That is to say, in the case of the sentence ‘ Agneyam caturdha 
“ karoti* we find that, in the word ‘ JgnByam,' what is expressed as the 
“ distinguishing property is the fact of the sacrificer having conveyed 
“ the gift of that ^particular cake to Agni; and inasmuch as this fact is men- 
“tioncd by means of the nominal aflSx (in * AgnByam'), as pertaining 
“ to Agni alone, independently of all other Deities, — it is not taken as 
“ denoting the fact of its depending upon other Deities. In the case in 
“ question, on the other hand, in the word ‘ Indraptlasya' the distinguish- 
“ ing property spoken of is the fact of being the Receiver of the gift ; and this 
“ property belongs partially to each of the two Deities (Indra and Agni) to 
“ whom the gifts have been conveyed by ^vords ; and in so far as the action 
“ (of being the Receiver of Soma) belongs to each of the two, each is spoken 
“ of as the ‘ Drinker.’ Consequently in the case of the Aindragna offering, 
“inasmuch as both Indra and Agni would drink the Soma offered, we 
“could very well assert that half of it had been drunk by Indra, and 
“half by Agni. And as, the character of ^ being drunk by Indra' does 
“not exactly exist in the Remnant that is before us (at the time of 
“ Rating), we must take the word ‘ Indrapitasya ’ (in the Mantra) as 
“applying to it, through that portion of it which has been poured in 
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** libation ; and there is no such limit to this as that it is only when t;o 
much has been drnnk of it that it can be called by the name. 

“ Thus then, inasmuch as the distin^ishing property expressed in 
“ the word * IndrapHasya * is found to exist in the Aind/rftgna ofiFering, the 
remnant of this latter also is to be eaten with the mantra ^ tndrapitaftya 
“ etc:):' 

SIDDHANTA. 

SStra (40) : The Mantra should apply to that of which there is 
a single Deity (Indr a); because (Aindragna is) a dis> 
tinct Deity (from Indra) ; just as in the case of the Quar- 
tering {of the Cake). 

The Aindrdgna offering would certainly have been included in the 
word ‘ Indrapita: if the distinguishing feature, expressed by the word, 
had con8iste<l in the functioning of the Deities towards actual drinking 
(of the Soma). But, as a matter of fact, our Deities do not drink ; as all 
that they do, in thecaseof an offering being made to them, is that they serve 
as the Recipients of the conveyance of the gift. And at the time that the 
gift is conveyed to a joint Deity, there cannot be a mention of any one 
of them singly; ns like the nominal affix (in * lyn^am*) the compound 
also (in ^Aindriigna' } would not be possible in case the factors com- 
pounded depended upon something else. ConsequentJy, just as in tho 
case of the Quartering of the IguBya Gake, so in the case in question also, 
inasmuch as tlie word ' In lrapitasya * denotes the fact of Indra alone 
being the Deity, it could not apply to the offering that is made to bodi 
(Indra and Agni) conjointly ; atid as such the Mantra in question cannot 
be applied to this latter offering. 

The point, however, wherein the present case differs fiom that of tlic 
said Quartering, and which saves it from being taken as a mere repetition 
of the same discussion, — is as follows; In the present case what the 
Purvapakahi holds is that the distinguishing character expressed by tlic 
word ‘ Indrapitaeya ' is not the Deific character, but the character of being 
tho Drinker subsisting in the Receiver of the gift, — and that this exists in 
each of the two Deities (Tudra and Agni) ; and the Siddhnnti replies by 
showing that the actual character of ‘ Drinker * being inapplicable to the 
Deities, what the word ‘ Indrapitasya ’ indicates is the fact of Indra being 
the Deity. [And the two positions are very differently argued in the case 
of the said Quartering.] 

As a matter of fact, however, even if the actual character of prink^r 
had belonged to the Deities, it would not have been possible to speak of 
the Remnant as Ulmnk by Indra: Because it is not the Somd that was 
poured as offering to Indra that is spoken of by the words ^ TndrapUasya 
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as that which was actually poui'ed has been all drwih by Indra 
(and as shch could not have remained in the vessel, to bo eaten and 
addressed as * Indrajp^tasy a * — while that which has not been poured as 
an ofiEering could not have been drijnk by Indra (and as such this too conld 
not be spoken of as ‘ IndrapUasya'). 

That is to say, it is the Remnant of the Soma in the vessel that is 
spoken of as ‘ Indrapita * ; but ns a matter of fact, this has not been 
‘drank by Indra,’ because the word could apply only fro that which was 
actually poured as an offering (and not to that left behind in the vessel). 
Consequently, inasmuch as the word ‘ IndrupHa * denotes a property 
of that which exists in the vessel, it must be taken as denoting * that 
which has been conveyed, by words, as an offering to Indra’; and fr/his 
would simply mean that frdie word expresses the fact of Indra being the 
Vnty as the distinguishing feature of * Indrapita,' Nor is it possible for 
the character of being drunks really subsisting in the Soma poured as 
offering, to be attributed to the Remnant in the vessel ; because the word 
* Indrapita* is quite applicable to the Remnant, through its own leal 
property — that of having Indra for its Deity. 

As a matter of fact, when a certain part of a substance is actually 
poured as offering, it is the whole of that substance, being given away 
(in words) to the Deity, that accomplishes the sacrifice ; and hence in the 
word ‘ Indrapita^' J^ie root ^ pH* (to drink) must bo taken in the sense of 
^ sarrifice^'^jxLst as is done with tfie verb ^nirvipet ^ (in the sentence 
‘ sauryancarnn’nirvapBt,' which literally means deposits, but is taken in the 
sense of sacrifices ), And consequently inasmuch as the word ‘ Indrapita * 
would denote the means of tlie accomplishment of the sacrifice to Indra, it 
could not express that of the sacrifice to Indra-Agni ; and hence the 
mantra in question could not apply to the offering fro Indra-Agni. 



ADHIKARANA (I9j. 


[The Mantras beginning with the word * gayatracchandasah * are appli. 
cable to the offerings in connection with which several metres are 
nsed.] 


Siltra (41) : The metre is like the Deity.” 

The present Adhikarana deals with an exception to the conclasion 
arrived at in the foregoing Adhikarana, 

[We find, in the Bhakshfluuviikat certain mantras beginning with the 
word ^g&yatracchandnsa^ * ; and tliere arises the question as to whether these 
mantras are applicable to that Soma-offering alone wherein the Qdyatri 
is the only metre used, or also to those in which many metres are used.] 

On this question, we have the following 

PtRVAPAKSHA. 

“ As shown in the foregoing Adhikaranay inasmuch as the compdund 
“ gfiyatracchandasah * would be impossible if the Qayatri metre depended 
“upon any other metre, the word ^ gdy attach andasah** could not apply 
“ to that offering wherein the Qayatri metre used would depend upon other 
“ metres ; and hence the mantras in question should be employed in 
“connection with that Soma-offering wherein the Qayatri is the only 
“ metro used.” 

SIDDHANTA. 

To the above, wo make the following reply : 

STitra (42) : It should apply to all offerings ; because there is no 
offering in which a single metre is employed. 

It is only when the distinguishing character mentioned can exist 
independently by itself, that we do not accept it as depending upon others, 
— and not when it has no independent existence. 

We have shown in connection with the Quartering also, that if 
there were, in the context, no such cake as belonged to Agni alone, then 
we could have accepted those belonging to it in conjunction with other 
Deities also (as the objects of Quartering) ;-^so also in the foregoing 
Adhikaranay it was simply because there was an offering made to Indra 
alone, that we denied the applicability of the epithet ^ Indi^apita^ to that 
which was made to Indra conjointly with Agni. But it is a well-known 
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{act tliat there is no offering in which the QnyaM is the only metre used ; 
as in the sacrifices mentioned in all the three Vedas, other metres are sure 
to come in. Consequently, the name ‘ gdyatracchandasah ’ must be taken as 
applying I® those in which there are many metises imed; just as the name 
‘ Bathantarasdmd * is applied to offerings wherein there are many other 
s^v/ias also. * 

And the rule that ‘ what is dependent upon something else is incap- 
able of being compounded * does not apply to those cases in wliioh the 
factor concerned is never without dependence upon something else. 

Thus then, it must bo admitted that the mantra in question is 
applicable to those offerings, in connection with which there are many 
meties used (besides the Gayatrl). 


-to;- 

[The Final Stddhdnta conclusion derived from the Discussions contained 
in the last nine Adhtkaranas, Sutras 27-42.] 

Sutra (43) : One and the same mantra belongs to (the eatlnf/ 
of) all (the offerings) as held by Aitipayana ; because the 
word ^Indrapita’ indicates the savana; as otherwise^ the 
< Drinking’ (as pertaining to the Remnant) will have 
to be taken in its secondary figurative sense. 

This sutra supplies the final reply to all that has been said in Sutras 
27-42. None of the eatings is to be done without a mantra ; even in the 
eatmg of the remnants of those offerings that are not made to Indra, the 
mantra is to be used just as ij} stands, without any modifications. Because 
the word * IndrapUa * meaning * that savana in which the soma is drunk hy 
Indra^ even those offerings of soma that are not made to Indra come to be 
called * Indrapita^' as occurring in that’ savana. 

That is to say, the word ‘ Indrapttasya * is to be taken, not as quali- 
fying ^somasya ’ but as qualifying the * PrRtahsmana ' (Morning libation), 
and as such applying to every one of the offerings connected with that 
savana. Nor is the word ‘ Prdtahsavana * coextensive with * Soma * ; as it 
is the name of a certain part of the sacrifice (Jyotishfoma). If then, the 
word meant the * Soma connected with the Pratahsavana,* then we should 
have h^ the word ^ PrStahsavaniyasya* (and not * Pr&tahsavanasy a*). 
Thus then, the word ‘ Pr5fttAsai?anas?/a ’ being taken as coextensive with 
* indrapitasyaS the genitive in these two words is due to their differentia- 
tioa from all connection with Soma ; and that in ‘ somdsya ,’ being non- 
coextensive, is based upon the non-differentiation (from the Soma). 

Thus then, on account of the indication of another word (* savanasya *), 

148 ♦ 
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and on account of the fact of all the offerings haying the same connections 
and occurring in the same context, the Mantra should be used in connoc- 
tion with every one of them. 

Question : “ How do you make out all this ? ” 

Answer : We conclude thus, for the simple reason that, otherwise 
the ^ Soma- remnant* (if connected with ^Indrapit<^*) would have to be 
taken in its secondary figurative meaning. That is to say, the* whole 
quantity of soma, conveyed, by means of words, as gift to Indra, would be 
the direct or principal ‘ Indrapita ’ ; and the portion of it left behind in tbe 
vessel after the offering has been actually poured into the fire, would be 
spoken of as ' IndrapUa* only figuratively. And certainly this would be 
highly objectionable. 

Consequently, inasmuch as all the soma-offerings are connected witli 
the Indrapitasavana, it is established that the eating of the Remnant ol' 
every one of them should be done with the mantra * Indrapitasya, etc* 


Thus ends the Secmd Pdda of AdhyIya III, 


ADHYAYA III. 

PADA III. 

ADHIKARANA (1). 

[The Loudness, etc., are properties of the Veda.] 

Sutra (1) : ''Because of the Direct Declaration, the properties 
would pertain to the community." 

Having dealt with the applicability of mantras based on their 
Indicative Power, we now proceed to take that based upon syntactical 
connection. 

The sentences taken up for consideration are ‘ uccaiffcU hryatB * (the 
llik is recited londly), etc., and also * Tadyadi fJcta ulvanamkriyatB Oilrha* 
patyam parStya hhiujk svahSti juhuyat * (if we should make a mistake in 
the ftk he should offer a libation into the GUrhapatya Fire with the 
mantra * bhUh ’), and so forth. 

The question now is this : In the former sentence, which lays down 
the qualifications of loudness etc. with reference to the jjifA, etc., as also in 
the latter sentence which lays down the Homa into the three Fires with 
the three Vyafirtis,— should we, on the strength of the fact of its being 
directly mentioned as independent of anything else, take the word 
in the sense of Verse as explained in Sutra II — i— 35 ? or should we take 
it as denoting the whole of the Rgveda . consisting of the entire set 
of mantras and Brdhmanas ? 

Question i “ Why should there be any such doubt as to the significa- 
“ tiori of the word P " 

•dnswer : The reason for the doubt lies in the fact of there being a 
disagreement between the declaration in the beginning, and that in the 
end, of what forms a single sentence syntactically connected. That is 
to say, in the beginning we have the mention of the Vedas, while in the 

we find the flk, Sdma a^id Yajush mentioned. Under the circumstances 
the word * Vsda \ found in the beginning of the sentence, may be taken as 
indirectly indicating the etc., and, on the other hand, the words ‘ Rk 
®tc. occorriz^ in the end may he taken as indicating the Vedas ] and thus 
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there arises a doubt as to which of these two interpretations is the more 
reasonable and correct of the two. The Doubts, is open to the same 
objections, and capable of the same justifications, as those in connection 
with the sentence ‘ aJctd,^ Qarkardk, etc* (iSfifra I-— iv-^29). 

Objection : “ In that case the present question may be taken as having 
** been effectively dealt with by that same sutra ; and as such there is no 
“ need of its being taken up for consideration again.” 

Beply: This reproach is scarcely justifiable; as what has been 
established in that sUtra is the authoritative character of the sequence of 
a sentence, in cases where the bearing of the Injunction is doubtful ; 
while iu the case in question, there is no doubt as to the bearing of the 
Injunction, as there is no doubt as to the ftk, Sdmu, etc. being denoted by the 
words occurring in the Injunction, Consequently it becomes absolutely 
necessary to definitely ascertain the correctness of one of the two alter- 
natives, by finding out which word is to be taken in its secondary figu- 
rative sense. 

On this question, then, we have the following 
PtRVAPAKSHA. 

“ In accordance with the arguments advanced under the Purvapahha 

Sutra 1 — ^iv— 29, it must be admitted, on the strength of the direct 
“ Declaration of the object of Injunction, that the properties pertain to 
“ the communities of the * Rk,’ etc. (i.e, to the Verse, etc., and not to the 
“ J^gveda, etc.), 

*‘And further, just as the Generic Substance or Action is not 
“ incompatible with special forms appearing in the sequential sentences 
“ — so, in tho same manner, the Rk, etc, are not incompatible with the 
** Vedas. Nor are the words etc. ever capable of being used with 
“ reference to the Prd/nwana-portion ‘^(of the Vedas) ; while tho word 
“ ‘ Vida' can be used with reference to any part of the Veda (be it even ft 
“single Verse); as words expressive of a collection are always found 
“to be applicable to single components of that collection; as, for in- 
“ stance, we speak of the ‘whole village having come* (when the word 
“ ‘village’ is used with reference to the men in the village). Thus too, 
“ people who are reading the Veda, speak of ‘ reading the Veda^* and of 
“ the ‘ Veda remaining to be finished,* etc. etc. only when they are stud}'- 
“ ing the ^^-portion of it, and not when they ai*8 reading the BrShmano.- 
“portion. , 

> “ Then again, there is a definite line differentiating the ftk, the 

“ 8dma and the Yajush from one another ; and as such their properties of 
loudness could be duly ascertained and delegated to eft oh of them. The 
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“ Vedas on the other hand are mixed up with one another; and as such 
“ that would always be a hopeless admixture of the properties in question. 
“That is to say, there are certain verses that are found in all the 
three Vedas ; and so also are certain Yajush sentences. And hence if 
“the character of the Vedas were the sole criterion for the application 
“ of the properties, then, in the case of such verses it could not be 
“ascertained whether they should be recited loudly or slowly (because 
“as occurring in the Rgyeda they should be recited loudly, while 
“as occurring in the Tajurveda they should be repeated quietly); 
“or we would have to take the properties as optional alternatives, 
“because the applicability to them of the name of one Veda would he 
“ as correct and justifiable as that of the other ; and there aTO no grounds 
“ for such option. If, however, we take the words ‘ Rk,* etc. in the 
“sentence in question as expressing the classes of Rk etc., then we 
“are ‘saved from these anomalies; because a single collection of letters 
“ does not belong to any two classes (‘ Rk ' and * S&ma * f.i.). 

“ The latter theory has the further advantage of being in keeping 
“ with the indications of the fact of the sentences in question occurring 
“ in the context of the JyoHsMoma, Otherwise if the words were taken 
“as referring to the particular Vedas^ then, inasmuch as the Veda treats 
“ equally of all Orain- Sacrifices^ Animal- Sacrifices, One-day sacrifice, etc., 
“the properties lafd down in the sentence in question would pertain 
“to all tliese sacrifices; and would thus overstep the hounds of the 
“ context in which it occurs. 

“ Objection : * Even in accordance with your theory, inasmuch as the 
“class Rk also would he found in several contexts, the contingency you 
“ have just shown would he equally possible in your case also. If you seek 
“ to restrict the injunction to the Rk in the context, on the ground of 
“ there being no reason for overstepping the hounds of the Context, — then 
“the same may be said in our case also; because we could restrict the 
“ injunction to that much of the Veda as occurs in the Context.* 

“ Rcfily : The two cases are not equally open to the objection ; 
“ because for us, inasmuch as the genus * ’ inheres completely in each 

“collection of letters (known as such), we have it in the Context, in its 
“ complete form ; for you, on the ptlier hand, the Veda being a very large 
“ collection, it cannot exist, in its complete form, in the Context. If the 
“ class ^ ’ had pervaded, as a single whole, over the collection of all like, 

“ then it could not exist, iu its complete form, iu the Context ; and in that 
‘ case, it would be exactly* like the Veda-* For the character of ‘ VBdatva ’ 
* inheres only in the collection of all Mantras, Brdhinams and Deductions 

known as the ^Kdthaka * and the like — which treat of many sacrifices, 
l^or US, on the other hand, the generic character of the l^k, or SHrim 
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“ ot Yajmh inheres, in its complete form, in each ofjjie endless collections 
“ of such feet of verses, words and parts, as are found to form a single 
syntactical whole. And just as such corporate (collective) substances as 
“ the Forest are related to the community of * Vanatva,^ so it is this 
“ community of the collections of Rk that is spoken of as *jHta * (in the 
“ siitra). Though the Bhashya, and the commentators on it, .have ex- 
“ plained the word ‘jdta ’ as synonymous with * — yet this explanation 

“ is not correct ; because there can be no * (‘ genus ’ or class) in the 
etc. Because we have shown (in the TarJcapada) that there is no 
“ such class as ‘ gogahdatm * inhering in the word ‘ go * (which is made 
“ up of the two letters g and d) ; and then how could there be any such 
dosses as the ‘Soma ’and *Yajus%y all of which would be as 
“ impossible as the class ‘ VHkyatva * ? 

“ That is to say, we have already shown, under the Tadhhutddhikaranay 
“ that we cannot, like the class ‘ Brdmanatmy assume any such class ns 
“ ‘ Vdkyatva * as inhering either in the last letter of the sentence or in 
■ “ the whole aggregate of letters arranged in a certain order, each of which 
“'is 'manifestable by means of distinct efforts, organs and positions of 
“ speech ; because of the fact of these letters being separated from one 
“ another by the intervention of the desire to recognize the relationship 
“ of the denotations of words with parts differing from one another. And 
“ in the same manner, we could not assume any sut^h class as ‘ 

“ ‘ Yajushfva * or * SHtmatva' all of which depend upon certain letters 
“ and intonations arranged in a definite order. 

“ For these reasons, what we must take the word ‘ jata ’ to meaii is the 
“aggregate community — called * JBk,' ov ^ Yajmhy or ‘ ’—which 
“ inheres in every one of such collections of words as form a single syn* 
“ tactical whole ; and there is no class known by any of those names. Just as 
“ among certain words, w^ho.se significations are based npon their etymo- 
“ logical composition, we admit of a community other than the Glassy — so 
“the community of aggregates, spoken of as ' jiita' is something wholly 
“ different from what is known as ‘ Glass ’ or * Jdtt,' In ordinary parlance 
“ too, the words *jdta ’ andyaf^ ’ are taken just as we have explained ; and 
h^nce we must interpret the sutra accordingly.” 

SIDDH5NTA. 

SUtra (2) : (It pertains to the Veda) because the fact of 
the words occurring in a context dealing ;aiostly uHth the Veda. 

Question: “ Whafc do you mean by ‘ P/dyadarpana* here ? Certainly 
“ it is not similar to the Prdyadarganas ’ mentioned in other plac^ ; — ^that is 
“ why we put you the question. The sCtra * Prny^acandcca ’ (II— ii— 12) 
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(( has been explained as because of the mention being in a context where all the 
are Primaries — ^PrSye * being taken as * PradhdnaprSye so also in the 
^Uutra ‘ VigayB prdyadarganiHt ' (II — iii — 16), the word *prSya * has been 
explained as ‘ sanshUrafrdyay tlie meaning oC the sutra being — because we 
find it in a context where all the rest are subsidiary purificatory rites^ such as 
“ the milking of the cow^ etc. In the case in question, however, we cannot take 
« the Atra to bring forward the reason that the l^tk, etc*, arc seen where all 
the restore Vedas; because there are no Vedas apart from these ftk, etc. 
themselves ; and hence the latter could not be spoken of as appearing in 
“ the midst of the former. Consequently there can be no ^ prayadar^ana * 
“ in the case in question.” - 

Reply : What we mean is that these words — * ^k,* etc. — are found 
in ‘ Vedapraya * — i.e. in a Context that begins with speaking of the Veda ; 
and as such are presented to the mind whicli is pervaded by the idea of 
theVuda. The Bhds%a quotes the sentence wherein there is a mention 
of the Veda, and in continuation of which we have the sentence under 
consideration, — * Frajapatirva idamBka nsU ..... tasmdt .... trayo dBva 

ajetyanta tebhyah trayo vBdH asrjyanta .... agnerrgvedoy vSyorya- 

jurvBdah aditySt sHmavedah' 

Then, it has been argued by the PUrvapakshi that “ on account of the 
strength of the direct declaration of the object of Injunction (in the 
sentence uivler consideration), we should take the word ‘ Veda,* occurring 
in the Aithavdda passage (just quoted), as indicatiiig the parts of the 
Veda, the Rk, etc.** 

To this we make the following reply : The comparative authoritative 
strength or weakness as based upon the relationship of the Injunction and 
the ArthdpUda is wholly different from that based upon the fact of tiio 
cognition appearing in the beginning of a sentence or in a latter part 
of it. 

That is to say, those ArthttvBdas that are found in the Veda after the 
object of the Injunction has been mentioned, may be weaker in their 
authority (than the Injunction) ; but those that appear before them are 
certainly stronger, because of their appearing first {mukhyoy lit.). As a 
matter of fact, in the case of every word the only reason that can make it 
give up its direct denotation is the incompatibility of that denotation 
(with something else expressed on a stronger authority) ; and this incom* 
patibility is cognized only when this something eUe^ its counter-entity, 
has been perceived. And in the case in question we find that, at the time 
tliat we meet with the sentence * trayo vBdH asjyyanta, etc.,* we have no 
*uentiQn of the words ‘ etc. which you hold to be denotative of the 
community, (as these words appear after some time, lower down in the 
^xt) ; and as such there is nothing perceived at the time, with which the 
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direct denotation of the word ‘ (in the former sentence) ooiiM 

found to be incompatible, and the word taken as indirectly indicating the 
component etc. Thus then, while the mind is fully pervaded with 
the idea of the Veda directly denoted by the word ‘ Veda^' we come across, 
ill a subsequent sentence, the "words etc, (in the seh^nce under 

consideration); and finding that in their direct denotations, these latter 
words are not construable with the rest of the sentence, we take them, . 
on the strength of this incompatibility, in their indirect sense (i.e. as 
indicating the source of the etc.^ the several Vedas). And thus even 
though these words appear in the Injunction they are much weaker in 
authority than the preceding Arthavada, which is much stronger in its 
authority, — in accordance with the sutra ‘ Mukhyam vS purvacodanUt lokavat ’ 
(XII-ii-23); 

Ohjection : “ In accordance with the Sutra VI — v — 54, — ^that * wlien 
“ one comes before the other, the former is weaker than the latter ’ — it 
'^must be admitted that the idea of the Veda» brought about by the 
ArthavSda (^Uhkyo vedfi asrjyanta* etc.) appearing in the begiiiriing, 

“ would be sot aside by the idea brought about by the subsequent Injunc- 
“ lioHy which latter must, therefore, be accepted as the more authori- 
“ tative.” 

Ueply : Not so ; the comparative strength of sentences based upon 
precedence and sequence is admitted only in cases wheif^e the ideas brought 
about by the sentences are independent of one another. That is to say, 
when we find certain contradictory things spoken of, independently of one 
another, in distinct sentences, then alone do we find that, while the 
sentence occurring first appears in its full form without having to set 
aside anything else, the sentence appearing subsequently is not capable 
of having an existence without setting aside its contradictory precedent ; 
and hence in such cases alone we apply the rule of the stronger authority of 
that which follows over that which goes before. In a case, however, where 
the things are spoken of as dependent upon one another, that rule is hot 
applicable; because in such cases the two sentences are syntacttqally 
connected, on the sole ground of their mutual requirements ; and under ‘ 
the circumstances, it is that which has been already cognized by means 
of the preceding sentence, that requires what is subsequently mentioned, 
to be in keeping with itself, or to add something over and above itself; 
consequently that which is not found to be over and above this, or to be in 
keeping with it, is not taken as syntactically connected with the previous 
sentence, for the simple reason that it is not required by it; And at the 
time that the preceding sehtence expresses its meaning, thh subsequent 
Sentence does not exist, and as such could not set it aside ; consequently it 
is the preceding sentence that possesses stronger authority* 
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'rims then, in the case in question, iiia.sinuch hs the InjuncUm 

til® Arthav^da treat of the same object, at the time that the Vedas are 
‘tltfscribed in the Arthamda^ it is concluded that there is something to be 
l;iid down for these Vedas ; and what is wanted to be known is the 
|),ii ricula0hingd}o bo laid down for them, and that for which it should be 
laid down.. Oonseqaently from the Kentenoo appearing subsequently we 
single out only that which fs wanted ; and ns it is only the object to be 
laid down — and not that for which it is to bo laid down — that is wanted, 
we take oifly the loudness etc. as connected witli previous sentence, and 
not the etc,; and thus, inasmuch as no significance is attached to 
tliese latter, they cannot be spoken of as forming part of the object of the 
Iniunction, and as such they cannot set aside the Arthavnda (iu tlie 
l>i'tn*oding sentimce). In fact it is the Veda as mentioned in tho Arthavnda 
that is recognized as that with reference to which we have the subse- 
(jiienfcinjunction. And hence the words ‘Rk,' etc. in this hitter must be 
folccn as indicating the Vedas {Rgveda, etc.). 

As for the Fedu, on the other hand, inasmuch as it is far more 
oxivnsivo (than the Rk, etc.), there can be no reason by which it could be 
raken as indicating its part, the Rk-Verses^ etc. ; while the Rk-Verses^ etc. 
Inking contained in the Veda, <!Ould very well be taken as indicating tln.s 
Ijiftri {as a collection of themselves). And just as, in other cases, there is 
jothing iM(!Ougi’uou.s in the Arthavndas being taken in their indirect 
indicated sense,' because of their being mere descriptive eulogies, — so, iu 
t)i»> s ini-e manner, in the case in question, where the Injunction has the 
«:uue olyject tliat has been already mentioned iu the preceding A 
liic words* Rk,’ etc. jue merely descriptive references (to the V'eda therein 
n!cnri<uiod), and a.s such there can be nothing incongruous in these being 
'fikeu as indirectly indicating tlie 

(Jorisequeiitly the whole .sentence iindiu’ consideration .should be 
construed iu the following way* ‘Inasmuch as these Veda.s came out 
.ol Agni, etc. ), they should bo recited loudly, etc.’ ; and it is with reference 
J'b this well-established fact that we have the subsequeut words *72/?,’ 
etc. {in the sentence "^uccaih red* etc.). Otherwise these wordvS would be 
V. holly irrelevant, because of the diversity in the objects of the Injunction 
■Old the Aiiltuvnda . 

f’or tiiesc reasons, it must be admitted that the properties spoken of 
t.<> the Fedfls*. 

Siitf^a (3) : Because of indicative texts. 

it is that indirect Indication w'bich has been met with lieforo that 
its'di to 'the mind much sooner tJian any other. And we have 
fouiitl the words " EkJ etc. indicating the Feda^j— f.i. in the sen- 
143 
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tence ^J^yhhih prdtanUvi deva iyate, yajurvBdBm tisMhati ifnadkyB-hnah 
sdmavBdBnMamayB mahiyaie^ VedairagUnyaistribhtrBH /SwryaJ/— we find 
that the three last feet, all, speak of the Vedas, and hence we are led to 
take the word ‘ * (in as indicating the (tgveda ; specially 

as the last feet speaks of ‘ Vedaih * in *the Plural (which could noi he if 
only two Vedas, the SHma and the Yajush, were meant), which digtinctly 
shows that the word ^ indicates the whole of the figveda--Mautm:< 
as well as Brdhmanas, 

Then, it has been urged that the students of Veda use the word 
‘ Veda ' for the Manira. It is true that they use it in that way ; but in 
the case of all such usages, we must take the word ‘ Veda ’ as used in it,s 
secondary meaning. But in spite of this usage, in accordance with the 
Sutra I — iii — 9, we must admit that the Indication (tliat of the Frdly 
by the words ‘ etc.) is more authoritative than the other (that of tlir‘ 
mantras by the word ‘ Veda') [as the former is based upon a Vedir 
Arthav&da, while the latter is based upon mere usage]. 


[The fourth sutrn is taken by the VSirtikai after the eighth, at the end of 

the Adhikarana,] 


Sntra (5) : One who knows the three Vedas is spoken of as 

‘ Trayividya.' 

Even if tlu*. cli.scus.sion i.s to be carried on, in accordance with ordinary 
usage, we Ina^ e the usage of the words ‘ Rk,^ etc. in the sense of the 
Vfidns. 

“How?” 

Yon know very well that the Rk, SOma and Yajush are known as 
‘ Trayi and tlic word ‘ Trayividya" is capable of being explained only a.s 
‘ Trayi Vidyd asya' This word is found to be applied, in usage, to one wiio 
has read tlie three V edas, and not to one who has only read, the ftk verse, 
the Sdnia-song and the Yajush ; because the name is never applied to the 
SiimavBdis, even though, in knowing the SdmavSda he knows the three*— 
viz. : the JStk^verses, Stimas, as well as certain Consequently, it 

follows that in the woi'd ‘ Trayividya^ the word ‘ trayi * is used in the 
sense oi the Three Vedas \ and hence it must be^ admitted that the words 
* iR/p/ * Sdma* and * Yajush,* which are spoken of in lexicons as co-exten- 
si ve with the word ‘ trayi* denote the Vedas themselves ; and thus too 
we find that the words ‘ BK ©tc, are applied to the Vedas. . 
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mtra (6): Ohj: “In a case where there is transference, the 
Injunction will have to be taken in its direct signification.” 

This is a reference to a previous objection ( the sense whereof is this) s 
In a case whei-e a ^Jfc-verse will be found in the YajurwAa, it will have to 
*• be sung slowly, as occurring in the Yajurveda, according to the SiddliUnla ; 
“this however is not the c»se ; while according to ns, being a ^k-oerse, in 
whichsoever Veda it might apiiear, it will be quite reasonably sung 
“loudly ; in keeping with the direct signification of the Injunction.” 

mra(J): Reply: No; because the qualification belongs to the 

whole. 

The mere fact of being found in the text of a Veda does not make a 
sentence liable to be called by the name of that Veda. The fact is that 
ilmt^hiohis enjoined by one Veda, is always done in accordance with 
that Veda; consequently a mantra would bo called by the name of that 
Veda in which it may be enjoined. If it should be found to have boon 
enjoined in both Vedas (the Yajush and the Rk)» then, inasmuch as the law 
laid down in the Sutra HI— iii — 10 would not apply to the case, we could 
not but take the two (qualifications of loudness and 4own(iss) as optional 
alternatives for that Mantra, 

• 

Sutra (8): Because of being connected (syntactically) with 
‘Veda/ the indication (by the words ‘ ^Ik/ etc. of the Rgveda, 
etc ) could be set aside by the context. 

[That is to say, Syntactical Connection being more authoritative than 
Context, there would be nothing objectionable in the indications of the 
Context being rejected in favour of Syntactical Connection.] 

Some people read ‘ badhsta ’ instead of * hddhyeta. 

Siitra (4); Because of the injunction of qualification, it could 
have no connection with the substance. 

If the injunctions were taken as laying down the qualifications of the 
etc, then, inasmuch as the sentence ^ Eicyadhyudham Sdma 
gUyati* ^loints to the fact of the SHma never being separate from the Rk, 
th«^ qualification of the former would be included in that of the latter j 
ftnd as such the furtlier iiijunction ‘ Uccaik Soma * would be wholly redun- 
dant. Because it is not possible for one to sing the Stlma based upon a 
“fife in any other way, while he is reciting the Rk itself loudly. 

If however we take the qualifications as laid down for the Vedas, both 
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injunctious become quite justified, inasmucb as what is enjoined hy th^ 
8(lvfiaveda is wholly different from that which is enjoined by the Ryveda, 
Objection: “The injunction uccatk would have its use in the 

‘‘case of such Samas as are not based on a Rk, — such, for instance, fistht, 
** Sfima of the Prajapatihrdaya.^' 

Reply \ Not so;, because that Sarna does not form an auxiliiiry^^tj) tin. 
Jyotuhtoma \ and the Injunctions of ‘loudness,’ appeariiit^ in the context 
of the Jyotishtoma, could pertain to those Samas of the Hymns bccurring in 
that sacrifice ; and as a matter of fact we find that in that 8acriii(‘t‘ no 
Smna is sung which is not based upon a Rk. 

And further, there being very few Sfimati not l>Msed on yoiii 

explanation removes the taint of redundancy (in the lujuiictinn ^ Uccaih 
to an extremely small extent. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the qualifications pertfiiii 
to the Vedos, 



ADIllKAIUNA (2i. 

[In the ZdhiTiia the singinff is to he done sloioly.'] 

• 

.sw/m (9) - When the Primary and the Accessory belong to two 
different Vedas, the Vedic characteristic of the Accesssory is 
determined by the Primary ; as the Accessory is subservient to 
the purposes of .the Primary. 

We now proceed to consider a case where the Primaiy hifd down in 
one Veda (the Adhnna in the Yajmveda^ f.i. ) has an ac(‘es.soiy laid down in 
anotlier Veda (f. i. the singing ofthe iSanias, VHravantri/a, etc. laid down 
in the S&maveda). In such oases the question ai'ises as to wiiether the 
Acceftsory (singing) is to be done in a way in keeping with the Veda in 
which its Primary happens to be laid down (f. i. quietly, on account of the 
Adkonn being laid down in the Yajurveda), or it is to he done in a way in 
kiieping with the Veda in which is itself laid down (f.i. loudly, on 
ac(‘ormt of the Sdma-singing being laid H<nvn in the Silmnveda ). 

On this question, we liave the following 

I 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

“ Inastuiicli as the qualifications based upon names [»(‘rt{n'ii to each 
“unit, the way in wliich a certain thing is to be tlone is that in keeping 
“ with the eliaracter of the Veda in whicli it happens to lie mentioned.’' 

SIDDIIANTA. 

To the above, we make the following reply : in a ease where then; 
is one qualification pertaining to the Accessoiy by itself, and anothei’ 
ptn'taining to it, through the Primary, — the former qualification is alwavs 
to be taken as set aside by the latter. 

That is to say, the two qnalifioation.s being wholly incompatible with 
6a<^h other, and hence it being necessary to set aside one of them, it is 
always that pertaining to the Accessory by itself that is to be set aside ; 
as it is only tima that the Primary would be performed as it should be, 
Without its being deprived of its own Hccompaniments ; and certainly the 
proper fulfilment of the Primary is a business of the Accessory also; 

this latter also opei^ates solely for the sake of the former. Conse- 
quently, if, in consideration of its own qualification, it Vere to deprive the 
^imary of its natural accompaniment, then there would be a disruption 
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of that action ( the PrimHry ) for the sake of which it was meant to operate. 
Though in such a case the proper fulfilment of the Primaiy with al] its 
accompaniments would mean the deprival of the Accessory of its own 
natural accompaniment, — yet, as the fact of the Accessory being equipped 
with all its acco»npaninient.s is not so very necessary (ms that of the 
Primary ), there would be nothing incongruous in the said deprival. ^ 

Couseqneutly, inasmuch as the idhUna belongs to the YajurvMn^ 
4he SSimas that are accessory to it should be sung quietly. 

Objection: “As a matter of fact, we recognize the rule to be 

“ that only that much of the AdMna is to be done quietly^ which 

“ is enjoined in the Yajurveda ; and as such the quietness could not 
“ pertain to the singing of the Sama, It is only the Primary action 

“ (the ^Jd/iawa) itself and its other Accessories that belong to the 

** Tajurveda ; and hence it is these alone that should be done quietly,'^ 
Beply : It is not so ; because it is distinctly shown in Sutra XI— 
ii — 7 that the Accessories are enjoined as along loith the Primary^ because, 
of the injunction; and also in Sutra XI — i — 16 that on account of the 
whole Injunction (of the Primary with its Accessories) fonning a single 
declaration etc. (all the accessories are to be performed in accordance 
with the Primary). Consequently when we find certain Accessories 
mentioned in the comprehensive Injunction of the performance of tlie 
Primary with all its accessories, — even if these Acqeasories be found to 
have their origin elsewhere (in another Veda f.i.), — their Injunction will 
have to be taken as belonging to that Veda wherein we have the Primary. 
Consequently the AdhUna together with all its accessories belonging to 
the Yajurveda, every one of them should be done quietly. 

Objection: “ In that oise, the quietness would belong to the accesso- 
“ ries, on the simple ground of their belonging to the Yajurveda; and' 
“ as such it would not be a fit basis for the present Adhikaram, in 
“ which you seek to establish the fact of the qualification of the Accessory 
“ being rejected in favour of that of the Primary^ with which latter 
“ the former is incompatible (widle as you have just explained, the 
“ Accessory in question would have the same qualification as the Primary, 
“ and as such there would be no incompatibility between the two). And 
“ farther the Quietness of the Sdma, as pertaining to it as an Accessory, is 
“ equal to its Loudness ; and the Quietness inhering in the Accessory {singing) 
“ cannot be spoken of as belonging to the Primary {idhUna ) ; and 
“hence the rejection of the Quietness (inhering in the Accessory) would 
“ mean a rejection of the qualification of the Priipary ; and such a rejection 
“ would not deprive the performance of the Primary of its natural Quietness. 
“If, however, in some way or other, the qualification of the Accessory 
“ he spoken of as the ‘ Qualification of the Primary,’ tljen, in that case? 
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» loudness also (which is a qualification of the Snma that is an accessory 
‘*of the idhdna) could be spoken of as such a qualification (of the 
Primary 2dhSna)\ and thus both the Loudness and Quietness (of the 
“ accessory Sdma) would be equally authoritative.” 

Eefly ; ^ It is in view of the fact of the Samas having fcheir originative 
injunction in the S^maveda that those appearing in connection with the 
Yajurvedio action of 2.dh&na are spoken of as ‘ belonging to a different 
Veda ’ ; and it is only in consequence of the Primary {Sdhma) being laid 
down as connected with all its Accessories, that we come to conclude 
that tlie S^Wtt-singing— one of these Accessories — is to be done quietly. 
That is to say, if the Sdmas in question had their origin in the 
Yajurveda, then alone could the Quietness have belonged to it as its 
natural qualification ; as it is, however, they have their origin in the 
Samaveda ; and as snoh it is Loudness that belongs to them by their nature ; 
and it is only by reason of their being connected (in the present instance ) 
with a Primary (belonging to the Yajurveda) that they come to be sung 
quietly; and as such this quietness could very well be spoken of as the 
‘Qualification of the Primary.’ 

Ohjedion : Inasmuch as the Injunction of the Xdhtinti is that it 

“ should bo done, along with all its Accessories, by the Yajurveda, the 
, “ Quietness comes to be recognized as belonging to it with all its accessories ; 
’“miuI ns such tile Quietness comes to be quite natural to the Accessory 
“ .S'wwio.” 

Eejply : Not so ; because the very fact of the Idhana being mentioned 
as laid down with all its Accessories, shows that the Accessory is not the 
principal factor. Because it is only when the Primary has certain Acces- 
8oi>ics subservient to it that it is spoken of ns ‘ sniiga' Consequently it is 
the Primary ( Adhana ) alone that directly pertains to the Yajurveda ; ;irid 
as such Quietness belongs naturally to that alone ; and it is as belonging 
to this Primary that it is spoken of as extending to the Accessories ; and 
these latter are not enjoined as themselves connected with Quietness. 

Thus then, (if the Sama-sinying in connection with the Adhdna were 
not done quietly), it would be the Qualification of the Primary, aspertairw 
ing to the Accessory, that would he rejected ; bec^aiise the Primary throws 
its Qualification into4he Accessories ; and hence in whichsoever accessory 
that Qualification would be rejected, that w^ould mean a deficiency in the 
Primary itself. 

As ior Loudness, it is not recognized as a qualification of the Priinary 
( fdhilm) ; because the Qiialification of the Accessories are never trans- 
ferred to the Primary. 

Objection : “We find that the natural qualification of the Accessory 
belonsrs to it directly, while that of the Primary fi.e. 
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Q,iiiefness) could belong to that Accessory, only indirectly, through the 
“ Primary ; and thus the comparative authoritativeness of the two would 
** be quite contrary to Avbat you hold it to be (iie. the former would he more 
“ authoritative than the latter). 

Bpfly: True; the natural qualification of the Accessoi^'y pertaitiing 
to it directly, is very much more quickly^ perceived as belonging to it ; but 
still, the Qualification of the Primary, being found to belong to it, subse. 
qneiitly, after the comprehension (of the comprehensive Direction of the 
performance of the Primary with its Accessories), sets aside the former 
(jualificatioii, in accordance wdtli the law laid down under Sutra VJ— v 
— o4. 

Ohjertion: “This law would lead to the application of Qinetness io 
“ those .SYoims and Castran (Hymns of the S^rnaveda) also, which are 
“ nm-Yajurvedic accessories to the JyoHshtoma'* 

Reply : 'rrue ; it does become applicable to these also. But in legnr d 
to all these, different accents are used, in consequence bf distinct directions 
to that effect. That is to say, in connection with the LarQapurnanUlm, thme 
are Accessories enjoined in two Vedas ; and it would appear as if various 
Vedic accents were to be employed in connection with those ; but in accoi'd- 
anco wdtb the law laid down in the sutra under discussion, they would all 
become amenable to the single tone of Quietness which belongs to the 
YajuYuedic Primary (the Dargapur7iaindsa). But thgn finally, we come 
ecross certain Vedic Directions laying down definite Tones for tliem,— -f.i. 
the directions. — ‘ The part of the sacrifice down to tlie Ajyahhnya- 
ol’l'ering is to be done in (luiet tones-, the re.st in medimi tones, and that 
boginiuiig with the Anuydja with the highest (loudest) tones.’ Siunlarly 
thei'»‘ are certain Vihri sacrifices, modifications of the Dargapurnanifu^i 
offerings, — such as the Ishti, the Pagtihaiidha, etc.,— which would appeal 
to bo subject to the three tones just mentioned in connection with their 
Original (the Dar^apUrmmasa ) ; but, on account of the fact of their 
being directly enjoined as subsidiary to a sacrifice belonging to a par- 
ticular Veda (the Yajurveda)^ they come to be taken as done with the 
tone peculiar to this Veda (i.e, qtiietly) ;,but then, it is found thfit, in 
accordant-e with tlie Sutra IIT— vii — 51, the comprehensive Injunction of 
the performance (of the Primary , with all its subsidiaries) (on which 
lujiincriou resi. the subsidiaries in question; is much weaker in its autln> 
lity, on :)c(*v)nut. of its being dopeudeut upon, a’' direct Injunction; aiii> 
hence it is finally conclc.detl that the tones to be employed ave\all the 
throe as laid down in the above-quoted I)irectio»i. Exactly ii>; the same 
manner, in the case of the l)tkshan%y^, etc,^ subsidiaries of the i^yctishtorn t . 
they would, at first siglit, appear to be amenable to the three tones laid 
down in comiection with ti«eii* original JyotMfoma) \ bu^ ibis araciiio 
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bility is set aside by fche fact of their injunctions bein^? contained in a 
particular Veda (which fact would justify the use of a single tone ) ; 
but it is again brought forward by the distinct Injunction (that ‘ the 
tctjpes are to be performed in the same way as their archetypes *) ; 
but then it is found that the JyotiaJiioma belongs to the Yajnrveda, and 
tliat it^oes not take up the apparently useful qualifications of any Original 
(for the simple reason that it is not the ectype of any other sacrifice); 
and hence in accordance with the sUtra under discussion, the subsidiaries 
in question would come to be taken as amenable to the Quiet tone of the 
JyoHshtoma ; but the application of the present sUtra to this case is set 
aside by the distinct Injunction that *one should recite the Dikshaniyti in 
whatever tones he may desire,* which distinctly lays down all the throe 
tones— High, Medium and Low — for the DihshaniyR together with all its 
subsidiary Hymns, etc. In the same manner, inasmuch as the Jyotish- 
toraa 'is found to be amenable to fche three tones — fche Low, fche Medi- 
um and the High —laid down in connection with e«ach of its dis- 
tinctly mentioned three 8iwana»^ all its subsidiaries also come, through 
tlie Pnmary, to be connected wifeh the same three tones. And then» 
we meefc with another Vedie direction to tlie effect that * all that 
precedes the Agtiishomiya offering should be done quietly ^ ; and this 
points out the Dikshanlyci^ etc. with all their accessories, as to be done 
quietly (because ifc precedes the Agntshomiya offering) ; hut then we have 
certain other particular tones specified as belonging only to the Btkshamyflf 
etc.; find these belong to themselves, and not to their Accessories ; because 
lliese tones are laid down with reference to the DikshanfyA, etc. alone 
by themselves, in the following Direction : * The Dikshantyd should 

be sung as loudly m one may wish, the PrSyamya is to be done in a low 
tone, the Atithya in still lower tones, and very quietly in the Upasat' 
But inasmuch as the last, Quietness, is found to have been .already laid 
down in the previous extensive Injunction, its mention in this Direction 
must be taken as a mere passing reference, by way of eulogizing the 
tones laid down in connection with the Dikshamya, etc. In fche AynUhomlya 
offering, however, there is a return of the tones of its original sacrifice, 
laid down, in connection with tlie division of that original {Jyotishtoma)^ 
into the three Snvanas, — in the sentence ‘ in low tones, to the end of fche 
ijydhhagS, etc.* Or we could divide the performance with all accessories 
into three parts, just like those of the Savana, and then employ the three 
tones — fche Low, the Medium and the High— in accordance with that 
division. , 

The same case holds respecting the tones to be employed in oonnec* 
tion with the Anuhandhya, the Avahhrtha, and tlio Udayaniya, 

The Savaniya, etc. performed at the time of the extracting of tho 

144 / 
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Soma-juice would also appear to be amenable to the same three tones a 
tjioBe just mentioned ; bnt on account of their being included within the 
Pmta^savanaf etc. the tones of those are regulated in accordance with 
particular Savana in which tliey occur. 

Objection : “ Inasmuch as the words of the Savana are expressive 
‘*'o£ the parts of the Soma sacrifioe, they could not have the tones of the 
“ Savana, — just as the subsidiaries of the Dikshamyil do not have the tones 
“ of the Dikshaniya.*' • . 

Reply: Not so ; because the Locative ending in ^ SavanB' diHtincily 
shows that, the tones bolong to all the mantras that are used at the time of 
the Savana ; and hence even though the wor ds he expressive of the parts 
of the Soma sacrifice, yet tliey would be amenable to the tones of the 
8ava7ia, For if we had thei genitive ending with * Savana,* then the 
Injunction of the tones — low, etc. — would apply to those rnantrus alone that 
are accessories to the Savana ; as it is, however, we have the Locative ; ai d 
hence whichsoever mantra happens to be employed in the Savana, it 
becomes connected with the three tones — the Low, etc. 

Some people make the following declaiation : “ If ail that the 

“ Locative means is that the Savunas are tlie cmitainer of tin* maafms, 
“ then these latter do not beoom<? amenable to the tones — low, etc.; becjuisi^ 
mantras are never spoken of as the contained; and the tones wonM 
“ come to apply only to the Savantya, etc., which are sppken <*£ a.s distincily 
“ contained in the Savana ; while as for such auxiliaries of the SaruJin as 
“ the Stotra, the ^astra, th<i Anuvnkytl, etc. — the tones, low, etc. - could 
“not belong to them, on account of the absence of the genitive ending 
“ (with ^ 

To tlie above we oiler the following reply : The above objection is 
scarcely tenable ; because even without the genitive ending, w’e can linve 
the sense of the genitive conveyed by the fact of the Sava^ia being the 
container. For instance, the bird is held to exist in the tree, just as well 
as thejioiver exists in it ; and hence the char-acter of the contained in both 
(though we speak of ‘ vrkshS pmhpam' yet it can also mean ‘ UTrikshasya 
pushpam) (and hence the Mantra>*', the Stotra^ etc. would bo as well rou- 
tained in the Savatia as the Savamya). 

Or, we may take the whole of the 8io^ra etc. as aeees'iory to the 
Stttjt/d (extracting of the Soma juice); and in that case^ the 
would contain them just as well as they do the other accesBories. Confic- 
quently, though the Stotra, etc., fr6m the very beginning, had appearp^ 
to be amenable to the tones of various Vedas^ yet all that i.s set aside 
by the Quietness, that is pointed out as belorrging to them, by the 
-fact of {heir being subsidiary to a Primary (tfeat belongs to the Yajurveda )- 
And it is for this reason that we recite the Stotra etc, in connection 
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with the juice-extracting y in the low, or the medium, or the hi^h tonei 
ja accordance with the Savana in which they happen to occur ; as such is 
the distinct Injunction on the point. 

What has been explained just now applies to all the ectypes of the 

Qnestityn : “ Where then would there be room for the use of the 

accentuatiouB peculiar to the several Vedas P *’ 

Answer : In accoi dance with the Sutra III — vii— 51, in a case where 
in connection with a VihfH sacrifice, which is connected with accessories 
having the accentuation of the original sacrifice, there happens to he laid 
down an altogether new accessory belonging to another Veda (this 
accessory would have the tone peculiar to this other Veda, and thus this 
Vikrti sacrifice would have tlie tones of the two Vedas, that to which 
tlif original belongs, and that connected with which the new Accessory is 
laid down) : 

Objection : “ Even in such a case, in accordance with the sufra under 

“discussion, the aabsequently-enjoined Accessory would liave the same 
‘‘tone as its Primary, the Vikrti sacrifice in qin'stion. 

“ Question : ‘ Then, in that case, Ave could have the tone of two 

V'edas in a case, Avhere, the Vikrti belotiging to* a Wda :other than to 
. *■ wliicli its Original belongs, and the remaining accessories of that Vikrti 
“ li.iving the tone of the oi’igiiial, another new accessory happens to bo 
'* enjoiin^d in the same Veda as the Vikrti, 

Hut that too could not be ; as in this case also the tone is got at 
through the Primary itself. 

“ QuesHmi : * In that case, that Pininary sacrifice itself would have 

' the tones of the two Vedas.’ 

“Not so; because that too has the same tone ns its Oidginal, 

‘‘ ‘Then a case, — Avhere ti»e new Accessory does not come in through 
“ the PrimMTy, — would be one of the presence of the tone of two Vedas.’ 

“ Tliat would not be possible; because there also we have the same 
‘‘qualification that belongs to the Primary, 

Tlie»i again, Avben the sacrifices have been divided into three parts 
‘‘(the three Savanas)^ and the Tone remains the qualification of these 
parts of the sacrifices, even though something new in the Accessory 
“ might come in, it would full into one of these parts ; and hence it could 
■* not but be equipped with the properties of the Original sacrifice; 
specially as the case would not be similar to the YupHoatastaranavarhi, 
And for this reason al&o, there can not be any case where we have the 

* tones of many Feda«. ^ * 

“ And further, the mention (of •Loudness,* etc.) in the context (of 
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the J^otishtoma) would be wholly useless (as there would be bo case 
“ where all the three tones could be employed).” 

To the above, we make the following reply : 

It would not be useless; as the injunction * what is done through the 
Yajush is to be done quietly * would apply tp all the T)arvihoma>i (as 
these employ only Yajiish mantras). Then as for the Rgveda and the 
S^mavedo^ the injunction of Loudness with regard to these would have 
its use in connection with accessories other than the necessary ones 
(that is with those that are laid down with a view to a particular 
desirable result, and that which is laid down as to be performed only 
when certain specified conditions present themselves). The injunctions, 
such as ‘ Tho morning savana is to be done in low tones,’ are neces- 
sary ones; and as such they belong only to the necessary accessories, 
not being connected with the Mmya (that which is done with a view 
to a certain desirable result) and tho Naimittika (the conditional, to 
be performed only when certain conditions present themselves) accessories. 
Consequently any accessories of the latter two kinds, that are enjoined by 
the ftyveda or the ‘ SHmaveda* are to be done loudly ; — as for instance, 
* Bhtnnamahhmrii^edyatritS, cidabhtgrisha^^ etc., etc.’ In the same way 
we could cite instances of the Yajnroedic Quietness of tone ; so also, those 
ac(5essories (of the JyoHshtoma) that appear after the SutyHj not being 
taken up by the Savanas (and hence not being connected with Savam 
tones), come to have the same tone as that belonging to the Veda in 
which each of them occars ; and hence it becomes established that tJie 
ASf^ma-singing of the Avabhrtha also is to be done loudly. Otherwise they 
would be performed just as one might wish. In the Siimas about the 
JDikshaniyH, however, we will have the Qmet tone (of the Yajurveda ) ; 
because of the specific direction that ‘ all that precedes the Agnlshoma is 
to be done quietly ; while again for the Pravarjya Samas, we would have 
Loudness^ according to the Direction ‘ JJcoaih pravarjySna.' 

As For the Siimas connected with the AdhUna, however, we would have 
them done quietly^ because of their being laid down by Injunctions in 
connection with a Primary sacrifice belonging to the Yajurveda ; for the 
sentences * ya Bvam vidvHn Vamadevyam gUyati,* etc. belong to the 
Yajurveda, Consequently, the case of the Siimas should not have been 
cited as an example of the sutra ; because in this case, as just shown, the 
Sama is sung quietly, not because of the incompisCtiblity between the quali- 
fication of the Primary and the Accessory as mentioned in the isutrat 
but on account of their injunctions being contaiped in the Yajurveda. 

To this argument, some people reply as follows: “It is the 
** SiXmaveda that brings forth the forms of fchl Sdmas ; but it does not speak 
“ of them by way of laying down their applications or uses (which is done 
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by the Yajimeda ; and hence they are amenable to the peculiarities of 
“ both the Vedas),'* 

But this reasoning is scarcely correct ; for in that case the discussion 
would have turned upon a consideration of the comparative strength 
and weakness of Originative and Applicatory Injunctions,— and not of the 
contradiction between the properties of the Primaiy and tlie Accessory (as 
is done in the sUtra ) ; and in that case, the Siddhanta conclusion would 
have been in the form that ‘ inasmuch as the performance is dependent 
upon the Applicatory Injunctions, greater authoritativeness should be 
attached to this latter (and the Samas would be sung quietly in the lyotish- 
foma for this reason, and not for the reason of the 5r7ma being an Acces- 
sory and hence not taking its own character of Loudness which is contra- 
dictory to the character of the Primary as declared in tlie 

sutra). 

In view of this, there is yet another explanation ofFered by some 
people; it is this: “In certain texts of the Sdmaveda itself, there are 
“applicatory Injunctions of the Sfimas (that are laid down in the 
“ Yajarveda also). (And thus there would he a contradiction between 
“ these two Injunctions, on which the sutra is based 

But (if there were such an applicatory Injunction of the Sama 
in the Sdmaveda itself), the mere repetition of the same Injunction in the 
Yajur^da would {lave very little use. If the two Injunctions were 
treated in the same manner as the several Injunctions (of the same thing) 
met with in various texts of the same Veda, — then, in that case, the 
Purvapaksha would have been in the form that, “ the two tones of Loudness 
and Quietness should be treated as optional alternatives ” (as such is the 
conclusion in the case of two injunctions being found in two different 
texts, — Vide II — iv— 8 — 32). And this too, only if such an Injunction 
alleged to exist in the SStmaveda were actually quoted from it. If, 
however, no suqh actual Injunction be forthcoming, the explanation 
offered could not be admissible. » 


ADHIKARAIJTA (B). 

For these reasons, then, we must take the words ^ guna\ (Acces- 
sory) and ^mukhya* (Primary) in the siitra to have been used in the 
sense of the Originative and the Applicatory Injunctions respectively. 
A.nd accordingly we should expound the Adhikarana in the following 
B^auner ; 

Question to be dealt with : In a case where a thing, having its origin 
in one Veda, has its application or use laid down in another Veda, should 
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tliat tiling be equipped with the properties peculiar to the former Veda, 
or with those of the latter ? 

Pervapdksha : “ Inasmuch as the origination of a thing always 

** precedes its application, the properties employed should be those the 
“ Veda in which it has its origin.” 

SiddMnta : The properties should be those of that Veda whioh lavs 
down its applmation — fl) because the origiijiation of a thing is only for 
the sake of the uses to which it may be applied ; (2) because it is only 
when the thing in question— the S^ma-singing — is applied to use that it 
stands in need of some tone to be applied to it ; and hence the tones enjointfd 
(in the Injunction ‘ Vcmih red, etc ') are those that are perceived at the 
time of usage, and not at the time of the origination; as there is no 
injunction of its being brought into action at that time. 


ADHIKARANA (0). 

Or, we could take the woird ^vyatikrama ' in the sfttra^ not as signify- 
ing either jB^ec^ion- or OontmdicHon, but as denoting non^concomitance,—\.e. 
existence in different places. Thus then, we would have the AdJukaram 
as follows « 

Question : In a case where the Origination and the Application of a 
certain thing are non-conc'cmitant, — i.e. the origination is in one Veda 
and the application in another, — with the properties of which Yoda should 
the Sdina be equipped ? 

Purvapaksha : ** It must be equipped with the properties of tho 

Originative Veda, or with those of one or the other, optionally.” 

Siddhdnta: It should be equipped with those of the AppUcaioni 
Veda ; as application is the more important factor. 


ADHIKARANA (D), 

We' might have the Adhikarana as follows : — 

Question : In a case where the Primary is in one Veda» and the 
Accessory in another, after the name of which Veda shoulc^the Accessory he 
called? ' ' 

The Siddhdnta conclusion would be that it should be balled after 
the V eda in which the Primary happens to bo mentioned. 
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In this case (D) however, it would be necessary to reject the conclu- 
sion arrived at in the Sutra III — vii — 51, and to accept the performer to be 
the same, in the Original sacrifice, as in its modifications, — the one that is 
mentioned in connection with the Primary. If then, on the sti'engtli of 
tilt* Injunction, that Performer should be accepted who is mentioned in the 
same Veda wuth the Accessory, — then the tone to he employed would alsp 
|,H the same that belongs to the Accessory ; and it would not be proper to 
employ the tone of the Primary. 

For this reason, it is best to take the Adhlkarana as based upon the 
consideration of the* compamtive authoritativencss of the Originafive md. 
the AppUcatory Injunctions. As it is only thus that tho citin^^ of the 
example of Idhann appears ju.stifiable. Specially as if the Ad!iikfirana he 
explained as pertaining to the incompatibility of the Primary and the 
Secondary, or to the contradiction between the Primary and the >Si:il)Hi- 
diarf,— then, it would be necessary to explain how this would not i)e a 
mere repetition of wiiat is said under SiHra Xfl-~ii~*25. 



ADHIKARANA (3). 

[Tho Jyotishtoma belongs to the YajurvBda]* 

SGtra (10) : The Action mentioned in two Vedas is to be taken 
as belonging to that in which most of its constituent details 
are found. 

We now proceed to consider the question after which Veda a certain 
Primary action is to be called, when it is found to be mentioned in more 
than one Veda, (As for instance, we find the Jyotishtoma mentioned in 
the Tajurvedd as well as in the Sdmavedaf and the question is whether 
we should call it a ‘ Ydjurvedic * or a ‘ 8&mavedtc * sacrifice). 

The Siddhhnta conclusion is that it is to be called after that Veda in 
which we find it laid down originatively, and not as a mere subsidiary. 

The PUrvapaksha is put forth in the following manner : “ Just as 
“ in the various texts of the same Veda^ so in diffei*enfc Vedas also, we 
“ have the action laid down origimtively ; and hence the matter of the 
“ property attaching to it would be a matter of mere option ; or it may be 
“ that, inasmuch as both Vedas would he found to lajr down the form as 
“ well as the accessories of the action, sometimes one, and sometimes the 
“ other Veda might be taken as originative of it.’* 

SIDDHAJSTTA 

To the above we make the following reply : — 

There can bd no option in the matter of different Vedas, as there is in 
the case of difterent texts of the same Veda ; consequently one Veda must 
bo taken as enjoining the sacrifice, and the other as mentioning it simply 
for the purpose of laying down certain accessories for it. 

Then there arises the question — “In the case of the Jyotishtoma for 
instaiice, which of the two Vedas {Santa or Yajush) is to be accepted as 
enjoining it P ” 

The reply to this is that that Veda which appears to mention jbl'O 
greatest number of the accessory details, making up the procedure of the 
saprifice, should, for that very reason, be accepted as enjoining the perferm- 
atice of that sacrifice. For instance, in the casp of the JyoHahtontai it is 
in the YajuroBda that the largest number of details of piooe4ure-du the 
shape of the Dikaha^iya^ etc*— -are found mentioned. Ooi^B^uently il* 
is in the Yaj urveda that that sacrifice has its origin ; and heiipe it is spoken 
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of as ^YajurvM^na kriyatS,' which means that being pointed oat hy that 
Veda, it is created by it ; or that being performed in accordance with that, 
it is spoken of as ‘ being done by it/ 


But this explanation of the word ^ hhuyastva* ( in the mtm) is not 
quite correct. Because when a certain thing has been recognized, from its 
nature, to be indicative of something else, a little or more of it does not 
make any difference in its cognition. For instance, wlien smoke is recog- 
nized to be indicative of the Fire, whether it be much or little, it must 
indicate the fire. In the same manner, in the case in question, it is the 
presence of the details of procedure that has been recognized as indicative 
of the Origin of the injunction of the sacrifice ; and even in a case where 
very tittle of these details is mentioned, even this little would be inexplio- 
jible unless it indicated the pei^ormability of the sacrifice ; and hence 
even this little of it would certainly indicate its perforraability (and as 
such the presence of its originative Injunction). Then again, in the case 
in question, it is not the largeness of subsidiaries that is meant to be the 
details of procedure; but what people call tiie snhsidianj, that itself is 
what is meant by the Details of Procedure. Then it might be held that 
“where we find o:tly a little of the details of procedure mentioned, we 
must take it as laid down with reference to the Primary sacrifice enjoined 
in another Veda.’* But the same may be said of a case whore a large 
number of these details are mentioned (i.e. these may bo taken as laid 
down with reference to the sacrifice enjoined in another Veda), 

The following argument might here be brought forward : “ That 
“ which is only a little <!an be more easily taken as pertaining to some- 
“ thing enjoined in another Veda, than a large number of it could ever 
“ be,” 

But it is not so; because even in the case of a large number of 
details, it is possible for the large number of sentences to be taken as 
pertaining to some Injunction in another Veda. 

Consequently we must expound the Siddhanta as follows ; In the case 
of the Jyotishfoma^ we find the form of the sacrifice consisting of the Sub- 
stance, the Deity and the Action ; and it is in the Yajurveda that all these 
three are laid down; while what the other Veda (the Samaveda) does is 
to merely mention the Action by name with a view to laying down cer- 
tdn Hymns, etc, in oonneetion with it; and hence inasmuch as this latter 
Stands in need of the mention of the Substance and the Deity, it cannot 
taken as independently by itself, laying down the Action in question, 
^his we have explained under the CUkhmtarUdhikarana (II — iv — 8 et 
U5 " / 
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seq,). And even though the complete form of the Sacrifice is given in the 
Yajurvedtiy yet it is quite possible to establish the relationship of this 
sacrifice to the Hymns, etc. mentioned in the other Veda; as even though 
these latter serve only transcendental (imperceptible) ends, yet they are 
taken as connected with the sacrifice, on the strength of the directions laid 
down in connection with them. 

Thus then, the meaning of the sStra comes to be this : That action 
which is mentioned in two Vedas, should have its name ascertained by 
the mention of a larger number — i.e. the whole— of its constituent details, 
which may be capable of supplying all its requirements. The sutra 
speaks of only ^*ttvo Vedus,** because the and the S^ma Vedas have 
the same character of Loudness^ and as there is no difference conse- 
quent upon this, a fnention of those would be useless. (Hence all the 
difference that is possible is as between the Yajurveda and the Sdmaveda^ 
and the Yajurveda and tlie ftgveda.) 



ADHIKARANA (4,). 

[Th« Context is a means of pointing out the a}»plication of Manfraa.] 

SUtra (11): That which is disconnected (by Direct Declarn^ 
tion, Indicative Power or Syntactical Connection) 
is connected by means of the Context ; because it stands in 
need of the details of procedure. 

We have explained above, with examples, the application (of wrtwtrrtfs) 
by means of Dire<?t Declaration, Indicative Power and Syntactical Con- 
nection, — dealing with such principal cases as are amenable to them, 
individually or collectively. But out of these three, no mention has been 
made in the Sutras of Syntactical Connection, because it is almost included 
in Direct Declaration — in the shape of the expression of the application by 
means of a Direct Injunction, — and also in Indicative Power,— which 
consists in the power of the mantra-words themselves to indicate its uses ; 
specially as in the case of sentence (or Syntactical Connectioti) there is no 
single word that is ijsed, and it is absolutely necessary to have the proxim- 
ity of another word. Or, it may be that. Syntactical Connection is not 
included in the former two, but that it lias been spoken of (as the means 
of the application of mantras) in the Sutra III— iii — 2, which from begin- 
ning to end has been shown as pointing to the fact of that Connection 
being a property of the Veda. 

As an example of application by Syntactical Connection, the Bhnskiia 
has cited the sentence 'arunayn^ etc,* ; but in this case it could be very well 
said that, as in the case of ‘ e^c.,* so hero also, the application is 

directly declared by the Instnimental ending (in ^ arunayfi^). If the idea 
in the mind of the author of the BhRshya be tliat though the Instrumen- 
tal ending points out its relationship with Action in general, yet it is the 
Syntactical Connection that points out the particular relationship, — then, 
the same may be said of the sentence ^ Aindryd^ etc,' (which too would be- 
come an example of application through Syntactical Connection) ; because 
in the case of this latter sentence also, the word ^ Aindryd' only requires 
iomething that zs to he addressed, and the word ‘ garhapatyam * stands in 
need of only the means or Instrument; and hence the particular relation- 
sliip (between the two particulars) is brought about by Syntactical Con- 
nection alone. And hence in both these cases, the Syntactical Connection 
be shown to be included in Direct Declaration ; consequently both 
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the sentences must bo taken as instances of both (Direct Declaration and 
Syntactical Connection). 

As now the consideration of the comparative authoritativeness (of 
Direct Declaration, etc.) is. drawing near (to be done in Sutra 14), the 
sutra proceeds to point out the forms of the three other means of pointing 
out the application,— as also the way in which they are capable of joint, 
ing this out. 

But on this point, we have the following 
PGRVAPAKSHA 

— which proceeds to show that “ by means of Context, there can be no 
“cognition of the application of Accessories, or that there can be a doubt- 
“ ful cognition, or that the cognition would be a mistaken one: Because 
** so long as there does not appear some other means of such cognition, 

“ there is no cognition at all ; or even, if there be such other means, if it 
“ be, somehow oi* otlier, not pointed out, the cognition would be a doubt- 
“ ful one ; or inasmnoh as there is no other operation of words, except the 
“ hearing of the letters, the following of the expressive potency of those 
“ letters, and the proximity of other capable words required for the coni- 
“ prehension, — the Context, Order of sequence or Name cannot be the 
“ correct means of obtaining any idea of the application of accessories.” 

SIDDHANTA. 

To the above, we make the following reply : So long as the continuity 
of the details of procedure i*elating to the Primary Action has not been 
broken, whatever action, without any particular result, happens to be 
mentioned in the text, is taken to be an accessory of that Primary, — aud 
this only by means of the Context {Prakarana). 

For instance, the Injunction ‘ DargapurnamosdhhySm svargakovio 
yajeta* having given the idea that ‘one should obtain Heaven by means 
of the DarQU’-PUrnam^sa sacrifices,’ there arises a question as to ‘ hotv ’ this 
is to be done ; and while this ‘ how ’ is being expounded in the Veda, we 
find mentioned certain Actions (the Prayajas) apparently useless (having 
no use stated in the context), in such sentences as ' Samidho yajatu 
‘ TanmapatamyajaH,' etc., etc. Now then, we are led to believe that some 
help must arrive for the Darga oi Purnam^sa (in the shape of certain 
details of its procedure), and also that these latter Prayfljf^ must have 
some end or purpose to serve. And then, we find that for the Darpu- 
Purnamd.'iffy tliere is no* aid,— mentioned either in the same word, in tbe 
same sentence, in the same context or in any other context,— which we 
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could perceive by any of the five means of cognition (Sense- perception and 
the rest), or by any words cognizable by these means of cognition. Simi- 
laJ'ly Praijdjas (we do not perceive their end or purpose). 

And yet it is necessary that both of these must exist ( as otherwise the 
Pttr/;a-P«rna»ufl5tt could »iot be performed, and the mention of the Prayd^ 
jas in the Veda would be wholly useless). And we could conclude that 
these do not exist at all, only if we failed to obtain them by all the 
lesonrces at our command. As a matter of fact, however, we have, at our 
command, a means, in the shape of Context, of obtaining an idea, of those 
laiicli-ueeded factors. Nor is extreme proximity the only ground of 
relationship between two things; and as a matter of fact, the Vedic 
potency continues to move on to the more remote factor, when it does not 
find a fit object among the more proximate ones. And in the case in 
question, it is this fact that will be tlie ground for admitting the mutual 
help (accorded between the I)ari;a-Purnanidsa and the Praydjas). The 
fact that, on not obtaining a fit object among those in close proximity, a 
louote one is admitted, is established by the tnutual requirements (of the 
Primary Sacrifice and the Praydjas ), — the infallible conclusion being 
that the aid that the Darga-Pnrnamdsa stand in need of is vsupplied by the 
Prayajasy and the use or purpose to be served, which the Pmyrljas are in 
want of, lies in the help that they accord to the Varga^Purnamflm, And 
as a matter of fact,, neither of tliese has got anything more proximate to 
itself, supplying the said needs. Though we could assume this htdp to be 
accorded by some other Action, — yet, inasmuch as this other Action will 
have had its relationships all supplied through other Primary sacrifices, 
it would not stand in need of being connected with the Darga-Purnamnsa. 
For the same reason, the Pray d jas cannot be taken as leading to Heaven 
(the common result assumed in connection with the FipmjV/, etc.). Nor 
again could they be taken as bringing about, independently by themselves, 
the Result that is declared as following from tlio Darga-Purnamnsa j 
because this one-sided supplying of requirement (by the Darga-Pvrna- 
ninsa to the Praydjas) could be admitted, only if there were no relation- 
ship between them based upon mutual requirement; and not while such 
a relationship is possible. Consequently, it must be admitted that these 
fwo supply each other’s needs, just in the same way as the person whose 
<:art-hojse has died is helped by one whose cart lias been bui'nt, and 
cice versa. 

Question: “What special purpose is served by the mention, in the 
of ‘ osamyQktam' • 

Answer : The purpose served by it is the preclusion of the application 
f>f the Context to cases that are connected by Direct Declaration, In- 
dicative Power and Syntactical Connection, — such, f.i., as the Injunction of 
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the Pratipatf with dualitj and plurality, and the words ‘ PUsMy etc. and 
their auxiliaries. 

Or * asamyuktain ’ may be taken as * that which is not connected with 
something contrary to the Context. ’ — Those that are connected with its 
non-contradictories,— such, f.i., aS in the case of the sentences ^Vrthtn 
prokahati* * VarhirdSvasadanandflmi^' ^Arunayil kflnatiy etc. being connec- 
ted with the Vrihi^ Varhi and Kraya mentioned in their Contexts, — there 
is every admissibility of the agency of the Context but as this ia.proved 
by the very capability of things, it has not been mentioned in the siitra. 



ADHIKARANA (5). 

[The Order of sequence points out tlie a^plicfitiou,] 

Sutra (12): The Order of sequence also (serves to point out 
the application of accessories)^ on the ground of the 
sameness of position. 

The Purvapaksha, with regard to this sUtra and the dealing 

with the agency of Order of sequence and Name — is much in the same 
stiain as that with regard to that of Oontexty in the foregoing sufra 

SIDDHANTA. 

The Order of sequence, consisting of the commonality of position, is 
of two kinds, as based upon the text and upon actual performance ; and it 
is a means of pointing out the application of Accessories. 

Even when the two are not performed at the same place, if it be found 
that the mantra appears in the same place in the mantra-section of the 
Veda, as the Injunction of the Primary sacrifice does in the Brdhmana- 
Section; — then, when wo proceed to seek for the relatives of both, the one 
brings the other to the mind, by reason of their sameness of position, - -in 
accordance with the Law of Sequence. That is to say, when we proceed 
to look for the ma?»^ra to be employed in connection with the Primary, that 
is the first to be enjoined (in the BrShmana-seatiou), we begin from the 
very beginning of the Mantra section ; and as soon as the first mantra 
comes to our mind, if we do not find any reasons for passing it over, we 
accept that as the Mantra sought after. In the same manner, when we 
proceed to look for an Action, to which the mantra occurring in the 
beginning of the Maiitra-Beotion would be an auxiliary, we begin from the 
very first Action enjoined in the Brdhmam-Bection ; and not finding any 
reasons for passing over that Action, we accept that as the one in connec- 
tion with which the Mantra should be employed. And in the same 
manner, the second would be connected with the second, and so forth. 

In the case of such mantras as tlie AgnBydnumantramy their applica- 
tion is found to be pointed out by the indications of such words as ‘ IgnBya ’ 
and the like. Consequently, the Bhdshya has cited, in the present connec- 
tion, the mantra ‘ Dabdhimitm^tty etc,y whose connection is not pointed 
out by the indicative power of its words and which is found mentioned 
m the same order of sequence e*s the UpdniguySfa, 
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Objection : “ The mantra cited is found to be pointed out by Context, 
“as pertaining to all the actions (therein mentioned) ; and as the context 
“ is more authoritative than the Order of Sequence, the mantra must he 
“ taken as to be employed in other actions also.*^ 

To this, some people make the following reply : By connecting tho 
mantra with the Upnmguynjaf we follow both (the Context as well as the 
Order of Sequence) ; and that is why we take it in that way. 

But against this explanation it might be urged that it is not proper 
to follow the Order, when we find it contradictory to the Context : 
because when the Auxiliary belongs to all the notions (as is shown 
by the Context), it has got to be repeated with every Primary action, 
which would not be the case if it were taken with only one action (the 
UpHmQuylija^ as shown by the Order) ; and hence the following of the 
Order would mean a rejection of the Context, which cannot be allowed. 

Consequently, to the above objection^ w^e offer the following reply ; 
The other primary Actions, the Agniya and the rest, are taken np by 
other mantras that are connected with them by Indicative Power, as well 
as by Context and Order ; and as such they do not stand in need of the 
mantra in question. Nor could this mantra be taken as an optional 
alternative, because its indication with reference to the other sacrifices is 
not at all distinct. 

It might be urged that — “ inasmuch as the mantris serve only imper- 
ceptible results, they could all be used in connection witli a single Action.'* 
But that could not be ; because by pointing out to the Primary sacrifice of 
the Context, they serve a visible purpose. And even if they served only 
imperceptible purposes, inasmuch as they are independent of one another, 
they can never be employed conjointly, so long as there is any other way 
of utilizing them ; and only in such a contingency could the 7nantra in 
question be employed in connection with tho IgnBya etc., which having 
their needs supplied by other mantras, have once rejected it. But inasmuch 
as there is a way of at ilizing the mantra — viz. : in connection with the 
UpHmguynja — (it cannot be connected with the other sacrifices). 

And further, the mantras, whoso indicative power is unknown, cannot 
have their application pointed out by Context ; and in the case of the 
mantra in question we find that the word *a$i* has its indicative power 
taken up in its closest vicinity. That is to say, the indicativeness of the 
mantra is not very distinct ; and as such the Context could not point out 
its application ; while for us, inasmuch as the word ‘ asi * (pertains to the 
second person ‘Thou*) it points to something near and before it, and 
none other ; and we find that it is the UpBmguy^ja that is near and before 
the Mantra ; and hence the indicative potency of the Mantra is recognized 
through the Order of Sequence, as pertaining to the Upamguyfija j and it 
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is only right that this Indicative Power should set aside what is pointed 
out by the Context. 

The Order of sequence, as pertaining to the K(imayd.jylihSinda^ has been 
explained. And as for the Order of sequence relating to the position of 
performance, that will be explained in connection with the Adhikarana 
dealing with the fact of the qualifications of the Animal pertaining to the 
Agntshofniya (animal dedicated to Agnt-Soma), 
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ADHIKARANA (6). 

[The N^ame points out the Application of Mantras.] 

Sutra (13) : The Name also does so ; because it is for that 

purpose. 

The Name, that is applied to Actions in its literal sense, is a sure 
pointer of their relationship ; and that relationship is shown to bo one that 
the Auxiliary boars to the Primary. 

As the names ‘ Adhoaryami ’ and the like are used in the Veda alono, 
we do not show here the objections that were brouj^ht forward, on a 
previous occasion, in regard to the names occarrini,^ in ordinary parlance. 

As a matter of fact we find tliat the Adhvaryu (Priest) stands in 
need of a function for himself — somotliing to be done by him ; and if no 
particular function present itself, then ho would take up anything. Simi- 
larly the action, called ‘ Adlivaryavay stands in need of an auxiliary in 
the shape of a Person that might perform it. And at the very outset, 
the idea afforded by the two words (‘ Adhvaryava ’ aud ‘ Adhvaryn ’) is that 
the action that is dt)ne by the Adhvaryn is called ‘ A<\hvaryava^'^ and tliat 
he who is the performer of the Adhvaryava action is one who is called 
^ Adhvaryu' -y the signification of the basic noun * Adhvaryu^ (in the 
word * Adhvaryava*) indicating that of the derivative Adhvaryava *)i 
or vice versa. Though the derivative is a distinct word, — and hence the 
two words Adhvaryu ' and ‘ Sdhvaryiiva* ) are independent of each othei*, 
and have independent eternal relation with their respective significations, 
— yet inasmuch as it is only the eternal functioning of a word that 
depends upon an eternal relationship, we have given tlie above explana- 
tion with regard to all such names as are applied to things in their literal 
sense; and we have already shown before (under the Aveshtyadhikaram) 
that the functioning of the word ‘ Rdjya * has liad no beginning in time. 
As for the c ausal relationship between the word and its meaning, there 
is nothing incongruous in it, even if they be eternal. 

Some people assert as follows: “Before the application is pointed 
“ out by the Name, there is no connection between the Adhvaryava and the 
“ Adhvaryu ; the mere name cannot bring about the cognition of its literal 
“ application. If the connection were established before the functioning of 
“ the Name, then the Name would not be the means of pointing out the 
“necessary application. Consequently, we must take the pointing out 
“ of the application of the Adhvaryava as based upon the two words 
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(‘ Adhvaryu ’ and ‘ Idkvaryava ' ) ; they are similar in form, though they 
are taken in the ordinary conventional signification (and not literally), 
and are independent of each other.*’ 

But this is scarcely correct. Because the words that have no literal 
signification have not the Ciipacity to point to one another in matters 
relating to the qualifications, even though they may be similar in form ; 
for instance, the qualifications of the Rttihantara-sama do not belong to the 
Kanvarathantara-si^ma — as will be shown later on ; it is all the more so 
ill the (!ase in qne.stion, where the relationship meant is one of the Action 
( Adhvaryavd) and its Performer (Adhtmryu) ; as otherwise the citing of 
such instances as ^p^vaka* etc. would be wholly irrelevant (if no im- 
portance were attaclied to the wnme applying in its literal sense). Conse- 
quently, we must admit the word under consideration to be taken as apply- 
ing literally. 

It has been argued above that prior to the pei'formance, tiiere is no 
ground (for adoiittitig the word in its literal signification). Though it is 
true that there is no such perceptible ground, yet, it could bo inferred from 
the NTaine itself. In matters relating to the Yoda, the relatioushij) of the 
Action and its Performer is established from time iimnomorial ; and it is 
while this relationship is existent that the Name is applied. We, however, 
not comprehending that relationship by any other means, come to compre- 
hend it only by m< ans of the Ntmn ; and from this we are led to believe 
that the Name precedes the relationship. In reality however it is tlie 
llclationship that precedes it ; and though not comprehended, it is that 
Relationship which leads, by its mere existence, to the application of 
the Name. If this Name had a beginning, then it would be necessary for 
the Performer to have a prior knowledge of its relationship ; and inasmuch 
as this is not possible, we might l)e liable to reproach on that account. As 
a matter of fact, however, we admit the relationship to be eternal ; and as 
such there certainly exists some sort of a relationship with the eternally 
fuiictioning Name ; and this having been duly established, it would be on 
the ground of the apparent inconsistency of this relationship, that wo 
would subsequently come to accept the relationship of the Auxiliary and 
the Primary. 

Hence it must be admitted that the application is pointed out by a 
^ame applied literally. 
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[Among Direct Declaration and tlie rest, that which precedes more 
authoritative than that which follows.] 

Sutra (14) : When there is a coalition of Direct Declaration, 
Indicative Power, Syntactical Connection, Context, Position, 
and Name, that which follows is always weaker than the one 
preceding it ; because it is more remote from the purpose in 
view, 

We now proceed to consider the comparative strength and weakness 
of the six agencies of Direct Assertion and the rest, in the matter of the 
employment of Mantra^^ etc. And as no comparison could be made when 
each of them treated of different subjects, wo take them up as referring to 
one and the same subject ; and that is why the sikira speaks of their 

* mmavUya^' * coalition,’ by which is meant the fact of their beaidng upon 
a single subject. 

As against the wording of the sutra^ some people make the follow- 
ing declaration: “The eutra should have laid down * conflict* as a 
condition ; because in the case of the sentence ‘ arunaya Jcrinati * we 
** have found that tliough both Direct Assertion and the rest point to the 
“ same object, yet, inasmuch as they are not found io be conflicting 
“ each other, we do not stop to consider whicli of them has the stronger 
“ authority. That is to say, wo find that in any case, the Bedn^’ss alone is 
“ the accessory concerned ; and by Direct Assertion, this Redness is pointed 
“ out as connected with Action in general ; by Syntactical Connection it is 
“ pointed out as connected vvitb particuhir action of ‘purchase * ; and 
“ by the Context it is shown to be connected with that Purchase which 
** pertains to the Jyotishtorna sacrifice ; and though thus we find all these 
“ three bearing upon the same object of Redness^ yet, inasmuch as each of 
“ them is found to assist, and not contradict, the other, we do not stop to 
“ consider which of them is possessed of the greater authoritative strength. 
“ Specially as no good would come out of the reference being made 
“ indefinitely to Action in general^ and as it would be absolutely useless to 
refer the Redness to the mere form of the Purchase find that the 

* Direct Assertion and the Syntactical Connection stand in need of the 
^assistance of the Syntactical Connection and the Context respectively* 

l?or these refisons, it is necessary that the sutra should liavo spoken of 
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“‘conflict’ (and not mere ‘coalition’) among Direct Assertion and the 
“ rest;’ 

Reply: It would not be right to make any montioti of ‘Conflict.’ 
Because it is the fact of bearing upon one and the same object tliat 
is spoken of as * Samavdya' ] and when the means of cognition (Direct 
Assertion etc.) are found to bear upon the same object, then alone is 
such Samaviiya cognized as belonging to the Accessories concerned. Tliat 
is to say, in the case of such accessories as the said Uadness etc., we do 
not find a coalition {SiWiavSya) of the moans of cognition ; as * Sama- 
vdya ’ does not consist in the possibility of the application of all of them 
to a single subject, but in the fact of all them actually bearing upon one 
and the same subject. In the case of Uednessj we find that its connection 
with Action is pointed out by Direct Assertion ; then when this relation- 
ship .of the Action and its Agent, pointed out by Direct Assertion, comes 
to be in need of the specialization of the Action, we have the siction of 
Purchase (pointed out by Syntactical Connection) ; but all requirements 
not being fulfilled by this, there arises a need of further specification ; 
and this is supplied by the pointing out (by the Context) of that Purchase 
ivhich is connected ivith the Jyotlshtoma, and as such is related to an Apurva. 
Thus we find that each of the three means of cognition has a distinct 
object of its own; and as such there is nothing incompatible in the 
acceptance of all of them as laying down the employment of accessories. 
Then again, in the case of Redness^ we find that the acceptance of the 
remote factor does not involve the rejection of the proximate one ; 
because by accepting ‘ Purchase’ wo do not reject the relationship of 
‘ Redness ’ with ‘ Action ’ ; nor by performing the ‘ Purcliase ’ in connec- 
tion with the Jyotiahtoma, do we set aside its connection with ‘ Purchase.’ 
As a matter of fact, we have a SamavHya (‘coalition ’) of two means 
of cognition, only in a case where the Accessory in question is one only ; 
—and this is pointed out to be subservient to a Primary other than that 
shown by the other Means; the former Means being contrary to its 
relationship with this latter Primary ; while the latter means, not finding 
it compatible not to reject the relatiouship pointed out by the other Means, 
points out the accessory as subservient to a distinct Primary and where 
the Accessory, having its requirements fulfilled by being connected with 
one Primary, does not stand in need of being employed again. And it is 
in such cases alone that the ‘ Samavdya ’ of the Means is such as consists 
in the fact of both of them bearing upon the same object, and being 
nuitually contradictory. Then again, we have a Samavdya in the shape of 
having to take up the same object exclusively, in a case wdiere, though 
there are different Accessories, yet the Primary is one only, which is 
equally assisted by all the accessories; and it is found that one Means of 
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knowledge points out one Accessory as the active auxiliary, while the 
other points to another; and as a matter of fact, the Primary is so con- 
stituted that, having received assistance from one source, it does not stand in 
need of any other asvsistance. Such a SamavSya involves a contradiction ; 
(and hence it was not necessai-y to mention the word ‘conflict’ over 
again). 

On the other hand, (1) in a case where there are distinct acces- 
sories concerned — as in the case of the >sentenco ‘ samidho yajatiy etc^ ; 
(2) where additional qualifications of the same Accessory are spoken of, as 
in the case of the ^Redneas' spoken of above; (3) where different Pri- 
maries are concerned, — as in the case of the Agiieya AshfAhapdlciy etc. ; (4) 
where additional qualifications of the same Primary are mentioned, — 
as in the case of different aids imparted by the accessories of the Darr/i: 
FurnaiMsa ; -in all these cases, the subject-matter of the various means of 
cognition being distinct, we have no ‘ Saniavaya ' of these. Whether an 
accessory has its use laid down i>y nire*d. Assertion, or implied by its Name, 
it is all the same ; and in a case where all the Accessories combine to rondor 
a single assistance to the Primary, — these accessories are not laid do>Vn * 
separately ; and the means pointing tliem out, as well as the Accessory 
character concerned, is one only ; and as such there being only distinct 
functionings of ti»e same means, there can bo no ‘ Samav^ya.^ Similarly,* 
in a case where the same Accessory is laid down in ctmnootioii with the 
same Primary, by the Proximate as well as the Remote Means, — there too 
it is only one of these latter that is accepted as the operative means, the 
other being taken as serving some other purpose; and in this case too, 
there is no * tiamavf^ya' For tliese reasons, it must be admitted that the 
mention of ‘ Samavaya ’ implies the element of Oonflict\ho. 


Though it was necessary to have shown the comparative strength of 
all the six in reference to a single instance, yet, inasmuch as declarations 
are made in a certain order of sequence, and it is impossible for them to 
appear all simultaneously, we proceed to take them up one by one; and 
we take up the other means, only because unless there is something else 
against w’hich the comparison is made, there can be no mention of the 
comparative strength of that one which has been taken up for considera- 
tion, It is for this reason that the BMshya speaks of ‘ Dvayor dvayoh.' 

The sentence in the Bhashyd-^* SkMhavartitvdduScah ' — is capable 
of another explanation : The present onquii^ into the comparative 
strength of Direct Assertion etc. appertains to each of these singly, and 
not to all of them collectively; as it is these, and not the comparative 
strength, that have their purpose served by the employment q! the 



COMtattATlVE AUTHORITY OP SHRUTI, LINGA, EfC. 


1167 


Accessory in question. Consequently’, inasmuch as the declaration of com- 
parative strength will liavo to bo repeated with each Primary, it becomes 
necessary to take them up one by one ; and as such the mention of the 
second is made simply because unless something else is sliowu to set oft* 
the strength or weakness of the other, we cannot form any idea of such 
strength or weakness ; and it is for this reason that the Bliashya speaks of 
‘ dvayordvayohsampradhfirana m, * 

Then again, though as in due form it should hare been necessary to 
compare one out of these six with the other five, yet we oom[)are each of 
them ^ith one only out of the rest, because that which is suppressed by 
one tiling is naturally taken as suppressed by that which suppresses 
this latter thing, its suppressor. For instance, those —Context, etc. — 
that are suppressed by Indicative Power, are certainly suppressed by 
Direct Assertion, which suppresses the said Indicative Power; and as 
such those former are not brought info direct compai'ison witli Direct 
Assertion. 

Thus then, as Direct Assertion and Judicative Power aie the first two 
among the six, we proceed to take up those two for comparison. 

Qnestwn: What particular example have you got for this purpose ? 

“ The sense of the question is that inasmuch as it is impossible for mere 
“ Worth to be used by themselves, in all cases these must ocimr in a 
certain sentence ; ^nd as such we can have no instance where there 
“ would be an exclusive functioning of Direct Assertion and Indi(;ative 
“ Power only (apart from Syntactical Connection).’* 

With a view to the differentiation of Direct Assertion etc,, from 
Syntactical Goniiectiou, to be explained later on, the BhUshya puts forward 
the question to' be dealt with in the following form : ‘ In the case of the 
sentence gdrhapatyamupafishthatB, should the upasthdna (greet- 

ing) be of Indra afowe, or of Indra or Qflrhapatya optionally, or of 
Geirhapaiya and Indra conjointly^ or of Gdrhapatya alone ? ’ That is to say, 
(1) if IndiAitive Power has an authority superior to Direct Assertion, 
then tlie Greetmg should be done to Indra alone ; (2) if both are equally 
strong, and mutually contradictory, then it should be done to Indra or to 
Qdrhapatya optionally ; (3) if they be equally stiong, and not contradic- 
tory to one another, then it should be done to both conjointly) and lastly, 
(^) if Direct Assertion have the superior authority, then, it should be 
done to Qdrhapatya alone. 

Though on a previous occasion, in the III— ii— '3, it has been 

declared as a well-established fact that the Aindri verse in meant to be 
^dressed to Qdrhapatya, — yet this was done in view of the superior 
str*engfch of Direct Assertion, which is to be established in the present 
Adhikarana, 
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iu view of the fact of all the six— Direct Assertion etc.— appearing 
in the form of a sentence, the opponent takes all of them to be identical 
with Syntactical Connection, and then puts the question : “ In this case 
what is the Direct Assertion^ and what the Indicative Power? ” 

The reply is — The Direct Assertion consists in the distinct mention 
of the Odrhapatya^ and the Indicative Power in the indications^ of the 
Mantra, 

Says the opponent ; “ If such collections of words were to be called 
“ * Direct Assertion * and * Indicative Power,*— well, then, there is nothing 
“that can be called a ‘Sentence’; so will you please explain what a 
“ ‘ sentence ’ is ? ” 

Still with a view to the capability of all thereat being duly differentia- 
ted from ‘ Sentence,’ the Bhashya replies : A ‘ Sentence ’ consists of a number 
of words which collectively ed'^ess a certain idea. Though there is no sindi 
single object denotable by all the words collectively, yet what is meant is 
that which is implied or indicated by them. Or, it may mean that a 
number of words go to form a ‘sentence,* when they denote their objects, 
after having been thix)wn together, to form a corporate whole, by means of 
the one single idea that is sought to be indicated by such a whole. 

Objection: “In that case, inasmuch as both the mantra and the 
“ Brc/imana-passage that have been quoted in the present connection 
“ (‘ fcflda ca nastarlrasi etc,,’ and ^Aindryd garhyapatyam etc,*) would 
“ fulfil the conditions necessary for the ‘sentence,’ the present discussion 
“ would be one about the comparative strength of two Sentences (and nof 
“ of a Direct Assertion and an Indicative Power). If then, it be abso- 
“Intely necessary to establish the fact of the sentences in questiofi 
“ involving a conflict of Direct Assertion and Indicative Power, then 
“ it becomes necessary to define and point out the differences among 
“ Direct Assertion, Indicative Power and Syiitnotical Connection.” 

Beply : The expressive potency of a word is what is called ‘ Indica- 
tive Power’ Linya ’) ; and ‘ Direct Assertion* is of three kinds: (1) The 
Injunctive, (2) the Declaratory, and (3) the Applicative ; and the 
‘ sentence* we have already defined before. 

Ohjedion : “Inasmuch as Declaration, Injunction and Application 
“ all necessarily preceded by a certain Potency, in the ease of the 
“ sentence ^Aindryd gflrhapatyam etc„* also we have an instance of Iniica- 
“ five Power (and not of Direct Assertion exclusively) ; and similarly 
“ too, in the case of the Mantra 'kadd ca etc.^ we have the Declaration of 
“ Indra ; and as such in this case there can be *no differentiation between 
Direct Assertioni and Indicative Power. Because neither an Injunction, 
“ nor a Declaration, nor an Application, is possible, without certain potencies 
“ attaching to the words ; noiyon the other baud, is it possiMe for the 
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‘ word * Indra * to have an Indicative potency, apart from a Direct Asser* 
“tioii ill the form of Declaratioo.’* 

Reply: True ; in the sentences in question we have a mixture of both 
(Direct Assertion and Indicative Power). But, (1) tin? fact of the 
Gnrhapatya belonging to the Aindri is not cognizable by means of Indi- 
cative^ Power ; (2) nor is the idea of Indra being the accessory deity 
obtainable by means of the Direct Denotation of words. 

That is to say, (1) all that the potencies of the words * Aindryd. gUrha- 
patyam ’ imply is that each of these words is used in ordinary parlance in 
its vaiious meanings, and not that the Aindri mantra is an accessory of 
the GUrhapatya ; because the potency that has gone away in one quarter, 
cuiinot serve any purpose in another quai*ter ; when, however, the words of 
the Brahmana passage Aindryfl etc.') function by means of their own 
denotativeness, independently of all Indicative potency or otherwise, then 
they distinctly point to the Mantra as pertaining to the Odrhapatya, And 
in this case, we do not, in the first instance, have recourse to the assump- 
tion of the Denotative potency; as this potency is implied by the 
ajiparent inconsistency of the Denotation or expression which is an 
established fact; and it is only after this latter has pointed out tlie 
use, that we assume the necessary potency ; and the potency is not the 
cause of the use. Though in reality it exists beforehand, yet it is only 
latterly that it comes to be cognized, on other grounds (of apparent in- 
consistency) f and hence even though it is fully endowed with the capa- 
bility of the agent, yet, not being indicative, it is spoken of as having no 
causttl efficiency : If the sentence in question had ernanatoil from a 
human agent, then, in that case, the Denotative Potency of the speaker 
would have preceded the declaration of the use. As a matter of fact, 
however, the assertion in question is not human ; inasmuch as the Veda is 
independent of all human agency. Consequently all men being mere 
listners, it is only subsequently that the cognition of potency appeal's ; 
and hence it must be admitted that the idea of the mantra being accessory 
to the GUrhapatya is obtained directly from the hearing of the words 
CAindrySi etc.*). 

(2) In the mantra ^kadti ca etc* though Indra is denoted by the word 
' Indra yet,masmu(jh as no use is expressed by the word, we find no operation 
of Direct Assertion (in the pointing out of the use) ; because there is no 
word in the mantra^ on hearing which the lisfcner obtains any idea either 
of Indra being the Primary or of the Mantra being the Accessory as 
we have in the case of the. sentence ‘ AindryH ete.,’ where the accusative 
ending (in * garhapatySm*) distinctly points to the fact of Garhapatya 
being the Primai’y factor, and the Aindri being the Instrumental accessory, 
though the mantra (^kadd ea etc.*) by its own expressive power is capable 
HI 
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of pointing out its own use, yet its use cannot be taken as declared or laid 
down by that alone ; nor by that alone is the use enjoined ; because the 
Mantra has no injunctive potency ; in the Z?'r5A»iaMa-passage, on the 
other hand, we can have both the Declaration and the Injunction (o^t 
use). 

Ohjedton: ‘‘ For the Mantra also, the Indicative Power is assumed on 
“the ground of the direct denotation of its words." 

Be/ply : True ; it is so ; but there is no mention or declaration of 
the use to which the mantra is to be put ; as all that the words denote is 
the mere form of the objects denoted by them. Tim denotative potency 
of a word, which precedes all other potencies, is something wholly differ- 
ent from the potency of laying down applications or uses, — this latter 
being based upon the former potency. Because that which is cognized 
as capable of denoting something, is also recognized as capable of being 
applied ; as the incapable could never bo applied. Consequently the 
application of the Mantra would he based upon this second potency, and 
not upon the first (denotative potency) ; as what the word ‘Indra’ does, 
by its pristine denotative potency, is merely to denote the deity ‘ I?idra.' 

For these reasons the discrimination among the six (Direct Assertion 
and the rest) should be made in the following manner: — 

(1) In the case of one (i.e. in "Aindryfi etc,')y it is in the absence of 
any Indicative Power that the Mantra is directly declared to be an acces- 
sory (to Gdrhapatya) \ (2) while in the other (in ‘ hadA ca etc*)^ what is 
cognized is the Indicative Power, without any direct declaration of the 
accessory character. That is to say, in the former case, from the direct 
declaration of the use to which the Aindri verse is to be put, we infer 
the existence of a potency iu the verse itself of indicating the Gdrha- 
patya; and its application has been already determined (by the Diretd 
Declaration contained in the sentence ^ Aindrya etc'). In tlio case of the 
mantra ‘ kada r.a etc.,' however, we actually perceive a potency of indicat- 
ing Indra ; and from that we have to proceed to assume that the appli- 
cation of the Mantra is declared or enjoined (by the word). (3) Then 
again, in the case of syntactical Connection, we find tliat it neither has 
the indicative potency, nor does it directly declare the accessory charac- 
ter ; what is found in it is only a conglomeration of a number of words, 
beai’ing some sort of a relation to one another. As for (4) Context, (5) 
Order, and (6) Name,— which respectively take the forms of Procedure, 
Commonality of Place, and Literal signification, respectively,— the differ- 
ence among these is easily perceptible ; and hence the opponent has not 
put any question with regard to these, nor has the Bhashya thought it fit 
to supply the answer. 

We find all these six present either collectively (yr singly^ in all sen- 
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tences. That is to say, there is no sentence which is wholly devoid, either 
of indicative potency, or of direct declaration or of the proximity of otlier 
words. A differentiation among these we have abeady explained ; and 
from among these it is sometimes the one, and sometimes the other, that 
\a the first to be cognized. This we now proceed to show : In the case in 
{juesti^n, we find that the sentence ‘ kadd ca etc,' does not declare the 
application (of the Mantra) ; nor is the application implied by the 
proximity of any other words ; what we find is that the verso contains 
the word ‘ ’ capable of denoting the deity Indra; and the rest of 
the words in the Mantra being syntactically connected wdtli that word, 
it follows that the whole Mantra in capable of denoting Indra; and then 
this Iiidi’a too forming an integral part of the action (sacrifice), is quite a 
fit object for being denoted ; and as such we are led to admit the fact of 
its being denoted (by the Mantra), As regards the Gdrhapatya, we find 
that, without any indicative power of the Mantra (with reference to 
the gdrhayatya) tin* application of the Mantra to that is distinctly 
declared by the i/mAmana- passage (* Aindrya etc.’). And thus it is 
only natural that we should proceed to consider which of these two has 
the stronger authority. 

Some people make the following observations : “ Under the cirenm- 
“ stances, the passage of the Bkdshya that we have been considering should 
'• iiave been taken before the sentence ^ LingavdhjB etc,* or as preceding 
“the sentence * ndtraikavdkyatvdt etc,* {Bhtishya, p. 286, line 18). lle- 
“ cjiuse if we once admit of the indicative power (of the mantra) towards 
‘‘connecting it with the greeting of Indra, — then how can we, again, 
“ admit both to have the character of the sentence ? Consequently t he 
“ sentence under consideration should have been placed in a place where 
“ it has been asserted that there are two sentences. Or again, it might he 
“taken along with the sentence — ^throngh Syntactical Gonnection^ the 
“ greeting cannot he said to he subservient either to Indra or to GMiapatya * ; 
“ because in both cases wo assume the existence of the operation of 
“rejecting the Syntactical Connection. Otherwise as the fact of the 
“ Mantra being applied in accordance with the Indicative Power is 
“ admitted by the Purvapakshi, the raising of the question that ‘ the mantra 
“ is applied to the greeting of Indra on the basis of Syntactical Connec- 
‘‘ tion,' and its subsequent refutation, would be wholly irrelevant. For 
“ these reasons, we must take the passage of the Bhashya as misplaced by 
“ mistake, and should explain it by removing it to its proper place.” 

We need not attach much importance to the above observations ; 
because it is a common thing to find that when there are many objections 
to be dealt with, the objection that has gone before is refuted at tho time 
of the refutation of that which comes after it. Then again, even after the 



1172 


TANTRA-VABTIKA. ADH. HI— PIDA HI — ADHI. (7). 

declaration ‘ ndtraikavahyatvilt etc' has been made, the mention of ‘ Syntac- 
tical Connection* in the sentence ^ LingavakyB etc' would he wholly 
irrelevant. 

Consequently we must take the Bhdshya just as it stands,— explaining 
in the following manner : It is only by way of admitting for the sake of 
argument, that the Purvapahhi lias spoken of “ Indicative Power ’* in one 
place ; and hence it is with a view to remove even the sliglitest remnant 
of a longing that he may have for bringing in syntactical connection, 
that the BMshya has declared — ^ nntraikavnkyatvUt etc' Or it may he 
that with a view to declare the ineffectiveness of the Syntactical Connec- 
tion in the jBrfiftmana-passage, the BhUshya has, by way of illustration, 
spoken of the same with regard to the mantra also. 

Objection: ^ AindryS. etc' is a sentence. That is to say, the Instrn- 
“ mental ending in * aindryd * only denotes the fact of the Aindri verse 
being an accessory, without indicating the particular Primary to which 
“ it is an accessory, — and similarly, the Accusative in ‘ gnrhapatyam ' only 
“ denotes the fact of the Odrhapatya being a Primary factor ; and 
“ certainly none of these is incompatible with the Indicative Power (of 
“ the mantra ^kadd ca etc,') j as so long as there is no relationship with 
“ another word, the instrumentality of the Aindrl would be quite real; 
“and the Odrhapatya also could be the Primary for some one of the 
“ Agneyi verses. But it is the proximity of the two words (‘ amdry d ' a,m\ 
* gdrhapatyam') that precludes the application’ of ^the Mantra to the 
“ greeting of Indra \ and this proximity constitutes what is known as 
“‘Syntactical Connection* (consequently the case under consideration 
“ would be one of the rejection of Indicative Power by Syntactical 
“ Connection, and not by Direct Assertion).’* 

Beply : It is not so ; in the reply the Bhdshya brings forward the 
Direct Assertion of the Odrhapatya, Mutual proximity also could not be 
taken, without contradiction, unless it opposed the said Direct Assertion. 
If the word ^ garhapatya* wore construed as * QrhapatSrayam^' thereby 
denoting Indra, — or if it were to indicate Indra as an accessory of the 
sacrifice, — or, if it were to denote proximity to the sacrificial ^re,— then, the 
said proximity (of the words ^aindryd ’ and ‘ gdrhapatyam ') could bo expli- 
cable, compatibly with the Indicative Power. Inasmuch as, however, as a 
matter of fact, the word * gdrhapatyam ' distinctly sticks to the denotation 
(of fire) belonging to it as a whole (and not taken etymologically), — 
there is a distinct conti-adiction of tlie Indication by the Direct Assertion 
(in the shape of the Direct Denotation of the word * gdrhapatyam *) (and 
not by Syntactical Oonnectionf with which it has been shown to be com- 
patible). 

Says the Bhdshya: Atha vd ndtraikdvdkyatvdt etc. This brings 
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forward the contradiction of the Direct Denotation of the (accusative) 
ending* Tliat is to say, if the Accusative ending (in * gilrhapaty am') had 
the sense of the Locative or of the Instrumental, then there might not be 
a contradiction. As a matter of fact, however, it signifies tlie objeciive ; 
and this is certainly contradicted. The contradiction of Indicative Power 
has been already pointed out above ; and it has been brought up again 
simply with a view to reject the possibility of the operation of Syntactical 
Connection affecting the case in question. 

Question : “ Inasmuch as, as shown above, contradiction is possible 
in both ways, how is it that the BhQshya takes up the contradiction of 
Direct Assertion by Indicative Power, and not that of the Indicative 
“ Power by Syntactical Connection ?” 

Beply : Just as by reason of its quicker operativeuess, Direct Asser- 
tion sets aside Indicative Power and the rest ; so in the pointing out of 
the application of the mantra also, it is the first to become operative. 
That is to say, it is the one that is quickest in pointing out the application, 
tliat is cognized as contradicted by its counter- agent. 

Objection , : “ It has been deelarad above tliut Direct AsseHion is not 
“ the only one that is contradicted.” 

Reply: Why cannot it be contradicted, — when the limits of the 
relationship of Direct Assertion with Syntactical Connection have been 
strictly defined, — one being iu the form of the Primary and the 
Accessory, and andther in that of the Qualification and the Qualified V 
What Direct Assertion distinctly avers is that to the relationship of tlie 
Qualification and the Qualified, which is expressed by Syntactical Connec- 
tion, belongs such and such a relationship of the Primary and the Acces- 
sory (and there is no contradiction involved in this). The Indicative 
Power, on the other hand, contradicts the very relationship of tlie 
Primary and the Accessory (expiessed by Direct Assertion), and not that 
of the Qualification and the Qualified, which is expressed by Syntactical 
Connection. Consequently when the relationship of the Qualification 
and the Qualified has been established by Syntactical Connection un- 
opposed, then what remains to be considered is the contradiction by 
Indicative Power of the Direct Assertion. 

Or, it may be that as .soon as the word ^ Amdryii' has been 
pronounced, it becomes evident, from the law laid down under Sutra 
I— ii— 31, that he that is to be greeted by the mantra Is someone other 
than Indra , — and certainly this is contradictory to the Indicative Power 
which points to ludra as one to be greeted by it. 

Thus then, it is clear that the texts under consideration involve a 
conflict between Direct Assertion and Indicative Power ; and as such 
there is nothing wrong in the discussion propounded by the BhaahyU. 
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On the above question, then, we have the following 
PORVAPAKSHA. 

“ It must be admitted that all means of right knowledge are equally 
“ authoritative. 

(A) “ Because, as a matter of fact, when one of these has, on its own 
strength, once been accepted as autlioritative, that strength does not 
“ disappear, when it is compared with another means. 

“ In the case of all means of right knowledge, Sense-perception and 
the rest, there are only two possible contingencies : — they are either 
“ tnie or false ; there is no intermediate course : and that which is once a 
“ true means of knowledge can never be false; and conversely that which 
“ is false can never be true ; and in all cases it is only the false means of 
“ knowledge that is rejected, and never the true one; nor is the false one 
“ ever recognized as a true means of knowledge ; for the simple reason that 
“ the veiy character of the true means of knowledge consists in non-rejecti- 
“ bility. I^ow then, witli regard to the six moans of knowledge, Direct 
“ Assertion and the rest, it has been shown (in the preceding Adhihiranaa) 
“that each of them is a true means within its own limits; and none 
“ of them ever steps beyond those limits, where it could be suspecied 
of weakness. And when an idea lias once been brought about by one of 
“ these, it is not possible for it to be made non-existent. And inasrautdi 
“ as every one of these ideas is only self-destructible, it could not be set 
“ jiside by any other idea. Nor is it possible for the sanskdra (impression) 
“ of that idea to be removed, — as there can bo no destruction of the 

“ sanskdra that is the source of memory. Nor, lastly, is it possible to 

“ separate it from its legitimate effect in the shape of due action ; as the 

idea of action is strongly -rooted. Consequently, all the six being 

“ equally strong iu authority, whenever they are found to contradict 
“ one another, they must bo treated as pointing to optional altema- 
“ tives, 

“ (B) If it be absolutely necessary to admit the rejection of one by 
“ the other, tlieu the rojoctioii will take a course quite contrary to that 
“ lield by the SiddhUnti^ as it is a matter of common experience that that 
“ which follows can never come about unless it has rejected that which 
“ has gone before it. That is to say, among Direct Assertion etc. it is 
“ found t.hat that which precedes is quicker in its operation than that which 
“ follows; and as such the latter could have an existence only after it 
“ had set aside the former ; consequently the rejection of these by one 
“ another would be in a way quite different from that held by you. 

“And further, even Direct Assertion could never lay down the 
“ application of that which would not have the •power (necessary for that 
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.application); and there could be no such •power ^ unless there were a 
” Syntactical Connection (among the factors concerned). 

“ That is to say, (1) that which, at the time of its appearance, has 
“ i)ad its capabilities ascertained as being suited for one thing, could 
“ never, at the time of its actual application, bo turned away from tliat 
• thing; and it is only right to hold that the use to which a thing is put 
“depends upon its capabilities (and thus Indicative Power is stronger 
“than Direct Assertion). 

“ (2) Similarly that which is not found to be related, by Syntactical 
“ Connection, with another thing, could never bo believed to have any 
‘‘capabilities with regard to that thing. And w^llen theze is such a 
“relationship; then the apparent inconsistency of this very relationship 
“ establishes the said capability ; and thus Syntactical Connection would 
“appear to be by far the stronger in authority (than Indicative Power, 
“ and hence than Direct Assertion). 

“ (3) So also, in all cases Syntactical Connection is dopeiideut upon 
mutual requirement (Context); hence it is tliat it is only when such 
“anmtunl requirement is perceptible that we recognize the presence of 
“ Syntactical Connection ; and never otherwise ; and thus being the 
“necessary precursor of that Connection, Mutual Requirement, in the 
“ tbimi of Context, cannot but be admitted to be the superior. Specially 
“ as all notions of Syntactical Connection, that go against mutual require- 
“ merit, are found to be totally mistaken. 

“ (4) In the same manner, all Requirements are based upon those 
“that pi*()ximate to one another; because factors that are remote from 
“ one another cannot be required by, or related to, one another' ; conse- 
“quently all that has gone before is possible only when there is Proxi- 
“ mity, which, therefore, in the form of Order, must he regarded as 
“ saperior to all the four tliat have gone before. 

“ (5) As for Name^ it denotes the relationship directly (and ns such 
“ is the strongest of all). 

“ Thus we find that the order of superiority is wholly reversed. 

“ (C) Or again, all this discussion could have been relevant only if 
“ there were a contradiction among the six means of knowledge. As a 
“ matter of fact, however, there is no such Contradiction; as it is quite 
“ compatible for the Mantra (or any other accessory in question) to be used 
“ in ways denoted by both ( means of knowledge), pousequently, even when 
“ the various means of knowledge coalesce or conflict, due authority must 
“ belong to every one of them.** 

SIDDHANTA. 

To the above we make the following reply : Among these six, that 
which follows is rejected by that which precedes it, as they are more and 
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more remote from the sense of Direct Assertion. Because in the case of 
all of these it is universally considered necessary to admit of tlie corrobo- 
ration of a Direct Asserfcion laying down the necessary application ; and 
the cognition brought about by this corroborative Direct Assertion varies 
in its proximity to each of the six means of cognition in question. 

If, like Direct Assertion, the authority of Indicative Power ai\d the 
rest also were self-sufficient and independent, then, in that case, what you 
say would have been quite true. As it is, however, the authority of these, 
like that of the Smriits, depends upon their capability of pointing to a 
corroborative Direct Assertion ; — which latter alone is the sole authority 
(in matters relating to Dharma), And this Direct Assertion is held to 
be of six kinds, in accordance with the six means of its being cognized 
(viz. : Sense- perception. Inference, etc., etc.). 

Objection : “ How is it that Indicative Power and the rest have no 
“ independent authority of their own?” 

Reply: We have proved above that Dharma is that which has Vedic 
Injunction for its sole authority (I — i — 2), and then again that that which 
is not supported by direct verbal testimony is of no use in matters relating to 
Dharma (1 — iii — 1) . And when the words that are directly heard are found 
to lay down the application, we call that a case of ^ruti^ Direct Assertion, 
because it inheres directly in the Rar (Qrotra), In a case howevei* 
where the words are not found to directly lay down the application, 
after we have cognized the words by direct Sense-perception, the agency 
pointing out the application is inferred by apparent Inconsistency ; and it 
is in such cases, that we have Indicative Power and the other five; and 
certainly in such cases there is a certain remoteness between the means id* 
knowledge and the final ol)ject of cognition (Application). 

For instance, in the matter of the use to which the Aindri verse is to 
be put, when both Direct Assertion and Indicative Power proceed to 
point it out, at the time that vve come across the words of the former 
directly laying down the use, we find those of the Indicative Power to be 
capable of only remindiuix us of those words ; and consequently while we 
are yet taking steps to infer the existence of such words from the apparent 
inconsistency of the appearance of the verso in the Context, — the necessary 
use is long before laid down l)y means of the direct words of Direct Asser- 
tion ; and this use having been duly cognized, the subject-matter of the 
Context— i.e. the sacrifice— has its requirements fulfilled in conneotiou 
with the Mantra^ and the Mantra also has its own needs in connection 
with the sacrifice duly supplied. And thus the appearance of tlie mantra 
in the particular context having been otherwise explained, there is no 
longer any Apparent Inconsistency capable of leading us to the inference 
of a Direct Assertion of Indi'a (as the person to be greeted with 
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Mantra) ; and in the absence of such a Direct Assertion, there can be no 
such application for the Ma7itra, 

In fact we have explained it more than once that only that much is to 
be i-egarded as Vedic which has to be assumed in fulfilment of certain noeds 
of the Veda. 

Fpr these reasons it must be admitted that Direct Assertion is 
superior in authority (to Indicative Power, which is one step further 
removed from its objective). Because Direct Assertion does not need ilie 
help of anything else, in the way that it is itself needed by Indicative 
Power. 

To this effect wo have the following declaration : ‘ That which does 
not stand in need of something else is the stronger of the two ; while 
that which has its functioning dependent upon something else — how could 
fch^t ever set aside this latter ? ’ 

Thus then, among Direct Assertion and the rest, we find that that 
which precedes operates independently of that which follows, and is, 
therefore, stronger than that ; while that which follows, having its autho- 
rity dependent upon that which precedes it, can never set aside this latter. 
We have already shown that we cannot admit of the authority of Indi- 
cative Power and the rest unless they are capable of leading to the 
inference of a corroborative Direct Assertion. 

Objection : “ It ^has also been declared that that which is itself 
devoid of Power can never be applied to any use (even by a hundred 
“ Direct Assertions).'’ 

Bejply : True ; this has been declared ; but it was a most improper 
declaration ; because, as a matter of fact, the capability of Direct Assertion 
to lay down the use of an accessory does depend upon Indicative Power ; 
it is after the use has been cognized (by means of Direct Assertion), that, 
upon the strength of that cognition, we come to infer its oapabiliiy of being 
used in that way. That is to say, after Direct Assertion has pointed out 
the use to which the accessory is to be put, there arises the question as to 
the manner in which it would serve that purpose ; and the conclusion 
arrived at is that it would serve it in the way in which it would be capMe 
of doing so ; and though there may be nothing in the accessory itself that 
points to its capability for such use (as f.i. there is nothing in the Aindri 
^ntra itself that points to its being used in the greeting of Qilrhapatya)^ 
yot such capability is inferred from the Direct declaration of the use (as 
m the Injunction ^ AindryS, gUrhapatyam upatishfkatB*), It is on tliis 
account that we have the declaration contained in the Sutra III — ii — 3. 

Objection : “ There can be no use to which an accessory is put, until 
it already possesses the requisite capability; and consequently the 
existence of such capability must he presumed before everything else ; 
148 
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‘*and thus Direct Assertion would certainly become weaker than tlio 
directly perceptible Indicative Power.** 

Eeply, True; such would be the natural conclusion if the inference 
of the capability preceded the operation of Direct Assertion. As a matter 
of fact, however, it is not so ; because until the Aindn verse has been 
declared to be used in a certain way, there is no reason for seekinj? for 
any capability, in it, of denoting the GflrJiapatya ; in fact, when the use 
has been laid clown, and is found to be otherwise inexplicable, the said 
capability, even though existing from before, comes to be inferred «»nly 
subsequently, 

Ohjectimi: ‘‘Even then the remoteness from the final objective is 
“ exactly the same in both cases. For instance, the remoteness from the 
“ pointing out of the use, in the case of the Indicative Power, that leads 
“ to the inference of a Direct Assertion, is exactly the same that there is 
“ in the case of Direct Assertion, which leads to the inference of the 
“ necessary Power. In any case the remoteness is due to the necessity 
“ of the inference of something not visible ; aiid this is exactly the same 
“ in the case of both.** 

Reply : True j so far it is the same in both cases ; but this is of no use 
in the matter of the strength or weakness of the two. Because it is only 
when the idea of the use is remote that there is a notion of weakness ; 
and this would apply only to a case where the non-existent factor has got 
to be assumed, or inferred, before there is an idea of the use. 

That is to say, in the case of Indicative Power, there is no pointing 
out of the use, until there is a prior inference of the Direct Assertion 
(laying down that use) ; and hence in this case there is a certain degi/ee 
of remoteness, which is not present in the case of Direct Assertion, 
wherein the declaration of the use having been duly cognized, it is tlio 
presence of this use that leads to the inference of the necessary capability ; 
and this inference, appearing subsequently, docs not remove, to any remote 
point, the previously- obtained idea of the use. Tn all cases where the two 
means of knowledge proceed towards a common objective, that which is 
found to take more time in reaching it is taken as remote fix)m it, and as 
weaker in it.s authority than the other ; and when the use has been once 
duly cognized, even if there were a thousand inferences to appear, they 
would in no way remove the means of knowledge away from its objective. 


What has been said above holds good respecting all the remaining 
pairs— such as Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection, Syntactical 
Connection and Context, Context and OMer, and Order and Name. As in 
the case of ail these, there can be no idea of the use obtained fi’om anyone 
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until it has led to the inference of the preceding ones ; whereas when the 
use has been pointed out by the preceding one, tlie existence of the follow- 
ing one is merely accepted as an invariable concomitant. 

Ohjection : “ Inasmuch as Direct Assertion is directly perceptible 
‘‘ (which none of the other is), it is right that it should be stronger than 
“ Indicative Power ; but in the case of the others, inasmuch as all of them 
equally stand in need of the inference of corroborative Direct Assertion, 
“ on what ground could we admit any one of them to be stronger or 
“ weaker than the other P ” 

Reply: Indicative Power and the rest are removed from the final 
objective of Direct Assertion, by one, two, three, four and five steps 
respectively; and this makes a great difference in their respective 
strength and weakness. That is to say, the operation of Indicative Powei* 
is .removed by the single step of the inference of a corroborative Direct 
Assertion, while that of Syntactical Connection is removed by two steps, 
in f;he shape of the inference of Indicative Power and Direct Assertion, 
and so on. For instance (in the case of the sentence ^ Kada ca nastarirasi 
die') all the other words, that ai’e not donotativo of Indra, being 
found to be syntactically connected with the word denotative of that 
Deity, — we come to assume the existence in those words of the power of 
denoting that deity ; and this power loads us on to the Direct Assertion 
i which points out the use to which the mantra is to l)e put). 

As a matter of fact, in all Mantraii it is only a certain word that 
denotes sometin'ng directly connected with the action to be performed ; 
t?.g. in the sentence * AynayB jushtam mrvapflmi,' the words 'nirvapUmi^ 
and the other woi^ds, denoting things not directly connected 

with the action, appear to be incapable of being of any use in its perforni- 
anco; and yet the apparent inconsistency of these being syntactically 
connected leads to the inference of the existence in them of the capability 
of denoting things connected with the action ; and consequently they 
'Suppress their own original denotations, and then coming to indicate 
things connected with the action, become capable of being utilized in its 
performance ; and then it is that having led to the inference of a Corrobo- 
rative Direct Assertion, they come to be actually utilized in connection 
with that action. All this is quite admissible in a case whore there is no 
incompatibility (between Syntactical Connection, Indicative Power and 
Direct Assertion). 

When however we find two mantras so constituted that though 
yntactically connected, each of them indicates a distinct object con- 
nected with actions — [©tg. in the sentence * syonantS sadunam krtutmi 
tasmin slda,' we find that the former part is employed in the spread 

of the grass, while the latter in the laying down upon it of the 
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Oalice]— ^ in such a case, the two stand in need of two distinct Indicative 
Powers, — and these Powers also standing in need of two distinct objects 
to be indicated, when the Syntactical Connection proceeds to point out the 
application of the sentence in question, as soon as it is found that the 
indicative power of a certain portion of it points to a certain use for it, it 
conies to be quickly taken up by tbat use, and Syntactical Connection ie 
utterly incapable of employing it to any other purpose ; nor does it allow 
any others to serve that purpose. And the sole reason for this is that, 
while Syntactical Connection is still on its way to the inference of In- 
dicative Power, the already existing Indicative Power hastens to bring 
about the inference of the corroborative Direct Assertion, and thereby 
restrict the use to which the sentence is to be put. 

That is to say, when the whole is applied to a certain use, it can be so 
applied without taking along with it all its parts ; and in the sentence iu 
question we find that all that is directly perceptible is the fact of the two 
parts of the sentence syonam etc,' and *tasmm etc') being syntactically 
connected, — and not the fact of their indicating the same thing ; on the 
other hand, the fact of their indicating two different things is proved by 
the cognition of tlieir meanings. Thus thou, in the matter of the appli- 
cation of the wliolo sentence and its parts, when Syntactical Connection 
and Indicative Power proceed to point out their uses, — inasmuch as that 
whi(?h is devoid of power cannot be applied to any use, while Syntactical 
Connection is still on the way to the inference of the fact of the latter 
portion of the sentence being subservient to the purpose of the former, o\* 
vice versa^ the Indicative Powers belonging to each of these two portions 
themselves distinctly brings about the inference of a Direct Assertion 
pointing out the fact of each of the two portions being applied to a 
distinct purpose of its own. Consequently, while Syntactical Connection 
is still exerting itself towards the inference of the necessary Direct Asser- 
tion, Indicative Power has fully established the uses to which the two parts 
are to be applied ; and thereby the mention of tlie mantra on the Context 
having all its requirements fulfilled, there remains no cause for the 
inference of any further Direct Assertion ; and thus, the use, which an 
inferred Direct Assertion might have pointed out, falls to the ground, 
having no basis to go upon. As for the Mantra also, that which is the first 
to appear is more quickly applied to the use that is* the first to present 
itself, to whi(di the former Mantra could be applied only very slowly. 
Similarly that which appears latterly becomes more quickly applied to the 
use, which is the last to appear. And the Mantra that is quick to he applied 
does not pay any regard to the slow use to which it might be put. In the 
same manner, the meaning also, being taken up by tbe Mantra cognized 
first, does not take up any other ; and so long as it is possible for it to be 
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taken in its primary sense, it cannot be relegated to a secondary posi- 
tion. 

Thus then, Indicative Power being stronger than Syntactical Connec- 
tion, the Mantras are to bo applied by breaking up the sentence into two 
distinct parts. 

Objection \ “Such being the case (in the sentence * DBvasya tvd 

aavitu^ nirvap^mi*) the word ^ niroapamV having its indicative 

“ power duly ascertained, and appearing much more quickly, takes up 
“ the purpose in question ; and precludes the application of the remote 
‘‘ words ‘ dSvasya tva etc.* which, for this reason, can not be applied to 
the same use. Then inasmuch as theso words have distinct purposes to 
“ serve, they cannot be taken collectively. Consequently, there being no 
'‘Syntactical Connection, it becomes necessary for these words {^devasya 
“ to indicate, in some way or other, the nirvdpa itself, — and nothing 
“ else, as this something else could not belong to the action to bo per- 
“ formed. For these reasons, all the words coming to have tlio same 
“objective, there comes about coalescence (of Indicative Power and 
“ Syntactical Connection), and there must bo a rejection of the a]>])lication 
“ of those words that are pointed out by Syntactical Connection alone.” 

Reply : In a case where other words denote things connected with the 
Action, there alone can we have distinct uses for them ; while for those 
words that do not^ denote any such thing, their use must unavoidably 
be accepted as indicated by Syntactical Connection. That is to say, 
those words that do not denote things connected with actions, - if these 
be taken independently by themselves, they become wholly useless. 
Consequently, even though the object (nirvOpa) has had all its require- 
ments fulfilled by previously ascertained relationships, yet it becomes 
(lenotable by the other words, in case these latter are found to bo in need 
of some such, object. Just as oven though the details of an action are all 
fully supplied, yet in consequence of the order of sequence, the same 
details are again brought in ; and again, just as though certain accessory 
details may have their requirements fulfilled in connection with the 
Primary sacrifice, yet they are employed again in connection with the 
subsequent modifications of those sacrifices ; as we have explained in 
connection with the Klfptis, Consequently even such words as are not 
denotative of things connected with the action come to be so connected 
and used (in accordance with Syntactical Connection). 

Those words, on the other hand, that are found to denote things 
connected with actions, have their use, even if they do not happen to be 
connected with things not denoted by them ; and they do not obtain a 
place on the mere ground of their uselessness. As all the six, Direct 
Assertion and the rest, — if they happen to be tainted by uselessness, — are 
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held to be capable of being set aside even by those that are weaker 
than themselves. For instance, though Direct Assertion (in the sentence 
‘ VrlUn proksMti ') points to the fact of the Prokshana being an accessory 
attendant upon the form of the corn, yet we lose no time in rejecting 
thi.s and taking it to be attendant upon the capability of the corn to bring 
about certain transcendental results, — as shown by the Context, 

Thns then it becomes fully established that Indicative Power is 
superior in authority to Syntactical Connection ; as has been shown 
above in connection with BliaJcahdnuvoka (III — ii — 24 et seq,). 


Between Syntactical Connection and Context it is the latter that is 
the weaker, because of its being farther remote from its object. 

We find that the connection or relationship (between the Accessory 
and its Primary) is distinctly perceptible in a case of Syntactical 
Connection; while in that of Context it is not so perceptible, but has got 
to be inferred from mutual requirement; and this constitutes a remote- 
ness. 

That is to say, in the case of Context all that we perceive is the mere 
mutual requirement of the helper and the helped, subsisting between the 
Primary and the Accessory sentences, both of whicj) arc fully equipped 
with their complements ; whereas in the case of Syntactical Connection, 
it is the direct coimection between the Prinuiry and the Accessory that is 
perceptible; consequently, when these two start upon their way to 
connect the Accessory in question with a particular Primary, while 
Context is still on the way to the assumption of a Syntactical Connectioi) 
(between the two), Syntactical Connection will have succeeded in assum- 
ing a Power in the words of the sentence (to indicate the required 
relationship); and while, in the former case, tlie assumed Syntactical 
Connection would assume the necessary Indicative Power, the a.s.sumed 
Power, in the latter case, will assume the corroborative Direct Declara- 
tion ; and lastly, while in the former case, the assumed Power would bi iiig 
about the assumption of the corroboi'Jitive Declaration, the assumed 
Declaration, in the latter case, would have fully established the necessary 
application of the accessory ; and thus the Requirement (upon which 
Context is based) having been set aside, there would remain no basis for 
its assumption of the necessary Corroborative Declaration ; and hence the 
Indicative Power, even though assumed, would disappear before it reaches 
the stage at which it could definitely point out the necessary application. 
It is for this reason that we hold Syntactical Connection to be the 
stronger of the two. 
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In the same manner, between Context and Order (or Position), it is 
the latter that is the farther remote from its objective. 

Because while one (i,e. the Context), on its way to tlie assumption of 
the corroborative Direct Declaration, begins witli Mutual Requirement 
(upon which the Context is directly based), the other (i.e. Order) has got 
to obtain this (Requirement) also from another source, and then, through 
that, reach the corroborative Declaration. 

That is to say, Order or Position consists merely in the fact of the 
two (the Accessory and the Primary) being mentioned or performed in 
the same •place-, and in a case where the two things thus occurring in the 
same place, happen to be in mutual need, we have an instance of Context. 
As instances in point we have those modificatory sacrifices that happen to be 
mentioned in an extensive Context. From among these, that which has not 
been originally laid down as falling in the midst, of tho accessories of the 
Original sacrifice, is found to be mentioned either before or after this 
latter; and thereby becomes subject to the operations of Order. In the 
case of Context, on thf3 other hand, all reqiiii’ements having been fully 
fulfilled by the accessories mentioiied along with tlie Original sacrifice 
which have had their uses distinctly defined, --if there is an acces- 
sory which happens to be mentioned near something that has all its 
needs supplied, as also near another thing that stands in some need, and 
thereby comes to be simultaneously taken up by both of these, — then, 
while it would be still giving rise to the necessary assumption of a require- 
ment of that which is in f)roximity to it and hence connectible to it by 
Order, it would become syntactically connected with that which already 
has such a requirement, and as such, is connectiblo with it by Context. 
And while in the former case, reach the assumption of Syntactical 
Connection, there already appears, in the hitter case, the assumption of 
the Power, in the Accessory, to help that with which it is related by 
Context. And while, in the former case, there is an assumption of the 
said Power, we have, in the latter, the assumption of the corroborative 
Direct Declaration. And lastly, while, in the former case, w^e shall he 
assuming the Corroborative Declaration, the already assumed Declaration, 
in the latter case, would have distinctly established the application of tlio 
accessory in question; and all the rest would thereby become wholly 
inoperative. 


Similarly too, between Order and Name, \ve find that in the case of 
the former, the mutual relationship of the Primary and the Accessory, 
assumed on tlie ground of their occurring in the same place, is still based 
Rpon the Veda it.self ; and in all cases the relationship of two things is 
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always based upon some sort of an identity ; whereas in the case of 
Name, there is no such identity of place pointed out by the Veda as 
would establish the possibility of a direct relationship. 

Objection: “The Name directly denotes relationship itself; and 
“ operating thereby, it would come to be equal to Direct Assertion, in 
“ authority.” 

Beply : It is not so ; because the relationship that is established by 
the Name is something wholly different from that of the Primary and 
Accessory, pointed out by Direct Assertion. That is to say, the Name 
operates towards the establishing of a relationship among certain things 
that have not, in any way, been recognized as being related ; and it does 
not establish the relationship of the Primary and the Accessory ; speci- 
ally because this latter is capable of being based upon any sort of u 
relationship. In reality the Name is incapable of denoting any relation- 
ship ; as we have shown (under the Aruniidhikarana) that Names apply- 
ing literally do not denote any relationship. And every relationship is in 
the form that the two objects (related) have something in common 
between themselves. 

Thus then, it becomes established that Name is inferior to Order. 
Because in the case of the latter, the common element has not got to be 
inferred, as the fact of their place being common is distinctly perceptible ; 
while in the case of the former, there being no word expressive of any 
common element directly perceptible, it has got to be inferred ; and this 
constitutes a remoteness from the real objective. 

For instance, while Name is still assuming the existence of the said 
common element between the two factors, Order has ascertained the fact 
of the two being in need of each other, because of their occurring in the 
same place, and thereby has established the Context ; while the former 
common element is assuming the presence of a mutual requirement, the 
latter Context has established a Syntactical Connection ; while the former 
case assumes a Syntactical Connection, the latter has established the 
Power of helping ; while the former is assuming the Power of helping, 
the latter has established the Corroborative Direct Assertion ; and lastly, 
while the former is assuming the Corroborative Direct Assertion, the latter 
has established the use to which the accessory is to be put. And thereby 
the mention in the Context having had all its requirements f nlfilled, all that 
follows it, even though pointed out by the right means of knowledge, be- 
comes like the unripe seed plucked from the tree, and as such incapable 
of bringing forth any proper fruit. 

Thus then, it is fully established that on the ground of remoteness 
from the chief objective, each one of the six— Direct Assertion and the 
rest — is inferior to, and is set aside by, that which precedes it. 
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9 In support of this we have the following declaration : — 

When thei-e is a single fruit that is readied I>y a flight of stairs, and 
which is acquired by mere approach, and for reaching it two men contend- 
ing for its possession start up, both equally fast and free from obstacles, — 
but one of them starts from the ground, while the other starts from one 
step of the stairs already gained, — then, there is no doubt that the latter one 
will reach the fruit first ; and the fruit having been taken away by that 
man, the other would get down without having obtained anything. And 
Ju this case we find that though each of the men had power enough for 
obtaining the fruit at another time, yet when put together, the younger 
the one that is a step behind— is always vanquished. 

And as a matter of fact, we find that it is in one way tliat operations 
uve carried on even by weak agencies, when there is no force to coiitoiul 
with; while the character of the operation becomes wholly different when 
tbfej’e is an inroad of more powerful agencies, which destroys all the 
sti-eiigth of the weaker ones. For these reasons, it is by no means reason - 
s\b1e to liold that simply b<M!anse the latter means of knowledge (Indica- 
tive Power and the rest) are lield to be autlioritativo in one place, they 
must be so also when thej'^ are opfiosod by stronger and nion^ anthorifi- 
tive means of knowledge (Direct Assertion f.i.). 

It has been argued above that— “it is only a false semblance of 
‘'authoritative means of knowledge that can be set: aside, and not wluit is 
“ a real means of kntiwledge,” 

Ainl in reply to this we say that in the cases under consideration what 
ai(^ set aside are really mere semblances of authoritative means. Because 
ill these cases (i.e. where there is a more aufclioritativ^e means to the con- 
trary), those that are set aside have never had any authority. There was 
only a semblance of authority assumed from the fact of their having been 
perceived to have an authority in other cases. 

That is to say, no authority attaches to these othei* means of know- 
^b^dge, in a case where they are snt aside; the fact is that having, in 
another place, been found to have proper authority, wherein they appear 
fiy themselves, — they are inferred, from that, to have an authority, even 
in the cases under consideration. But iuasinuch as they are ejected 
hy other superior means of knowledge, they fail in their purpose, and are 
tlierefore concluded to be wrong and mistaken. 

Though it begins its operations with the same functions tliat belonged 
to it previously, yet, inasmuch as its objective has been wrested by auotiier 
• means very much quicker in its operations, and thereby, having its veiy 
*’0ot cut off from under itself, it does not reach its end; consequently, 
what else could we do, but set aside its authority, rejecting it as a 
mirage? 

Hd' 
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Ill all sucli cases, the idea of accessory cliaracter is rejected, before 
it has come into existence, as there has been no Direct Assertion ytt 
assumed pointing to such character, — such rejection being done by tbe 
assumption of the falsity of all intervening cognitions (brought about hy 
the former) ; and thus there cnn be no similarity in strength between the 
two, on the ground of the similarity of their appearance. For this rpason, 
the rejection in question should not be mistaken for one in the form of the 
sotting aside of a mixture of the two cognitions. The rejection of that 
which has come into existence, is in the form of tlie setting aside of its 
consequences, and will bo treated of later on (in Adhyaya X). 


Thus then wo have explained what happens in the ease of conflict 
between any two of the six means of knowledge. Tnasmucli as the ease 
of the conflict of one by two or more, is similar to what has been ex- 
plained, the Bhflshya has not treated of it separately. Bub it is iic<^es- 
sary for the Commentators to explain those cases also in detail; and this 
is to be done in the following manner: 

(1) When there is a conflict betvreen Diree.t As.sertiou and Syntacti- 
cal Connection, — e.g. in the case of the sentence ‘ aruncu/n pinrjflknJu/ff, 
etc,' the Uednesfi, etc. arc showii, hy tlio indicative power of Syntac- 
tical Connection and by co-extensivcmess, to belong to the one-year-old cmv ; 
while tlie Instrumental ending directly declares it to belong to the 
Purchase, — we find that vvliilo Syntactical Connection is still on the 
ground, Direct Assertion is already two steps nearer the goal ; and hence 
wdnTe the former is still on its xvay to the assumption of Indicative Power, 
the Direct Assertion will have estjiblished the use to wdiicli the accessory 
is to he put; and this constitutes a great difference between the opera- 
tions of the tw'O. 

(2) When there is conflict between Direct As.'^ertioii and Context, 
—as when the ‘ twenty-one recitations ’ are shown by the Context to 
belong to the I)arq.a-Purnam(isa, while the Direct Assertion (contained 
in ^ PratishthSkamasy aikavimigatirannhruy a t*) makes them accessory to a 
certain end desired by the Agent, — it is the Context that is always set 
aside. The * recitations ’ too having the nature of actions, and tlms 
forming part of the ‘ Procedure,' ai’e subject to the specific authority of 
the Context ; and as such they have been cited liere as examples. 

Some people put forward the following as an example of the con- 
flict between Direct Assertion and Order or Position: “We have the 
declaration that ‘ there are three Mpasad« for the SUhna, while there are 
twelve for the Ahina ' ; and herein inasmuch as the number * twelve ' hft** 
not the character of an Action, and as such does not form part of the 
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Procedure, it cannot be subject to the authority of Context, which is 
based upon the Procedure; and it is only by means of Proximity that it 
cornea to be accepted, through the assumed agency of the Context; conse- 
quently, this must be regarded as an instance of conflict of Direct Asser- 
tion and Position or Order.” 

But this is scarcely admissible ; because if the number (Twelve) in 
qaestfon had belonged to the substance (used at the sacrifice), or had been 
an iiidependeiib factor by itself, then alone it could not be taken as pmt 
of the Procedure, being entirely devoid of the form of an action. Asa 
matter of fact, inasmuch as we have the injunction of ‘ twelve * witli 
distinct reference to the action of upasad^ which latter distinctly forms 
part of the Procedure, — the said number cannot but be contained in tbe 
PjX)cedure, And in this case while the tipasad contained in the Procedure 
would be assuming the Syntactical Connection and Indicative Power of 
ths number, the Direct Declaration by the genitive ending (in ^aliinasya) 
will have established the fact of its belonging to the Ahlna ; and this 
Ahina is nothing other than the Alumjafia, (Consequently this would be 
a case of the setting aside of the Context by Dii‘ect Assertion.) 

(3) Question'. “What, then, is the example of conflict between 
Direct Assertion and Order ? ” 

Armoerx The qualifications of the Rope (used for tying round the 
sacrificial Post) — o.g, the heing made of grass and t he like — would be shown 
by Order to belong^to the Agnishomiya animal ; while by Direct Assertion 
they are shown to belong to the Post. As it is clearly ]ierceptible, by 
Direct Assertion, that the Rope is accessory to the Tying of the Post; and 
honce together with its qualifications, it cannot belong to the Animah 
Because while the Order or Position would be assuming the corroborative 
Coutext and the rest, — thus separated from its objective by four inter- 
vt iiing steps, — it will have been defeated by the said Direct Assertion. 
And while the Order would be engaged in assuming the existence of 
mutual Requirement alone (which would be the basis of the Context), its 
objective, the Rope, before it was reached by the said Order, would be 
taken up by Direct Assertion. 

(4) As an instance of the conflict between Direct Assertion and Nami*, 

v\e have the following : We find the mantra Hkhe tvd etc* mentioned in the 
chapter on Darga-Ffurnamdsa called by tlie name of ‘ Panradiipko ’ 
chapter (chapter devoted to the ‘ Puroda^a-offerings), and occurring 
in a Context common to all the other sacrificial materials (the 
Sannayya etc.), not having its application pointed out by any clear 
Indicative Power; and at fir.st sight, the name of the chapter ivould 
show it to belong to the Puroddfa only ; while the Direct Assertion 
contained in the ana -sentence * ikhi tvUi 0khHn chinatti * distinctly 
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points it out as pertaining to the cutting of the twig required for the 
making of the Sannayyn. And while the Name would be still engaged in 
assuming a common element, the Direct Assertion will have esta))- 
lished the use to which the Mantra is to be put, long before the former has 
had time to assume the intermediate corroborations of the Context, Syntac- 
tical Connection, Indicathre Power and Direct Assertion; and as such it is 
set aside by the aforesaid Direct Assertion. 

In the same manner are to be explained the conflicts between Indica- 
tive Powei* and Context and the rest. 

(1) As an instance of the conflict between Indicative Power and 

Context, we have the mantras to be addressed to Pnshan (called the 
• Push anumantr ana mantras') \ with regard to these, while the Context iu 
which they occur (viz. t hat of the is still on its way 

to the assumption of Syntactical Connection, their Indicative Power will 
liave established, through the assunijdioii of the cori‘oborative Direct 
Assertion, their applicability to the addressing of Pnshan ; and so also 
while the fornmr w'ill assume the Power of indicating tlie Agni etc. men- 
tioned in the Context, the latter will have established their use as lyinsr 
ill the addressing of Puslian. 

(2) The conflict between Indicative Power and Order has been shown 

in the Stutagasirddhiharanat under Sutra II — i— 14. The example that is 
given in the BhUshya also is tho case of the Ahhyanujndpanct and the 
Ahhyanujnil along which are mentioned, in the same order in which tho two 
are mentioned, the two mantras ^ upahuta^ etc,' and * upaJmiyasva, etc.' ; and 
from their Position or Order, it would seem that the mantra ‘ npahiita, etc.’ 
applies to the Abhyanujnapana and ‘ Upiihvaijasvay etc,' to the Ahhyanwjnd 
But the Indicative Power of the words of the Mantras themselves point to 
the contrai'y procedui’o. Consequently, while the said Position or Ordm* 
would assume the Context and the necessary Syntactical Connection, tho 
Indicative Power would have assumed its corroborative Direct Assertion 
and definitely established the applicability of the ; and thus we 

liavo the rejection of Order long before it has had time to assume the 
Corroborative Indicative Power and Direct Assertion. 

We have another instance (of conflict between Indicative Power and 
Order) in regard to the mantras Parivirasi, etc.' and * yuvfi suvnsti, etc.' 
which are respectively descriptive of the katana and the kriyamana of the 
ParivyUna (winding). The Position or Order of these mantras would 
show that they belong to the Parivydna of the Agnishomiya^ while their 
Indicative Power shows that they pertain to the second Parivynna of the 
Savaniya, 

Question: In that case, why is it that the Manotfi is not taken as 
** belonging to the sacrifice of the Savaniya animal, — as shown by the 
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*' Indicative Power, which would be capable of rejecting the 0/de/* that, 
“connects it with that of the Agntshomlya ? ” 

Answer: It is not so, for the simple reason tliat, like the case shown 
uinier the III — ii— 3, the is applied to the AynUliomiya by 

reason of the implication (of Agni by the word ‘ mamtn ’) based upon the 
applicgbbility pointed out by Direct Assertion, which is more authoritative 
than the Indicative Power (connecting it with the Savaniyn), It is with a 
view to this that we have the Direct declaration — * eve«» if the animal be 
dedicated to another Deity, the Manotd should be the one dedicated to 
A<mi/ And this Direct Assertion stands in the way of any Indicative 
Power applying the Manota to any other animal ;~-tlie sense of the 
Assertion being that ‘even when the animal is dedicated to two deities, 
the UanotSi to be employ c^d should be that pertaining to the single Deity 
of Agni, and it should not, on the more ground of its pertaining to that 
single Deity, be disjoined from the animal ( Agnishomiya) dedicated to 
the two deities (of Agni and Soma).’ Or again, we can take the word 
differently, and explain the Assertion to mean that the Afanotn 
should be applied in the same order in which it occurs. 

(3) As an example of conflict between Tndi(;ative Power and Name, 
wo have the BhahshonuvdJca, which contains sentences expressive of holding^ 
etc. ; these sentences begin to bo used as auxiliaries to the eating, 
on account of the Name (‘ Bhahshanuvdka ’) pointing to the fact of their 
bearing a common relationship (to the whole anuvSka) ; but before they 
come to be thus used, the words of the mantra indicate the applicability 
of its various parts to the actions of holding, looking and proj[fer digesting, 
to which use, therefore, they come to be put. In the same manner, the 
Mann-verses, as well as the Prthnpajavali verses, come, by tlieir Indicative 
Power, to be applied as Sdmid/iBnis, rejecting, thereby, the indications of 
the name ‘ yfijyd.' 

(4) As an instance of conflict between Syntactical Goimection and 
t)r(ler, we have the case of the words other than ‘ Parivita ’ and ‘ Pun- 
virasi ’ wliich are descrifdive of the winding — viz. the words yuvd suvasit 

sa u ^reynn, etc ' — , which, being syntactically connected with the words 
‘ l‘arivirasi' and ‘ Parivita' that are used in accordance with their Indica- 
tive Power, come to be used in the winding of the Suvautya, 

Of conflict between Syntactical Connection and Name, we have an 
example in the aforesaid Bhakshnnuvdka ; f.i., the words ‘ Sayhydsam, etc,* 
having been used in connection with Eatmg, etc. it becomes necessary to 
repeat, with each action, those other words of the mantra that are 
syntactically connected with the aforesaid words. (And this on account 
of .the indications of the rwnne ‘ Bkakshdnuvdka' being superseded by those 
of Syntactical Connection) ; similarly, the Name ‘ Adhvaryava * indicates 



1190 


TANTKA-viRTIKA. AUH. Ill— PADA III— ADHI. (7). 


the fact of all the primary sacrifices of the JyoUshioma^ etc. belonging to 
the Adhvartju alone ; these sacrifices being syntactically connected with 
the ^Desire for Heaven^* they come to belong to all persons desiring any 
result. 

Objection : “ This that you have explained would be an instance of 
“ the superiority of Direct Assertion (and not of Syntactical Connec* 
“ tion).** 

Epjply : The indication in question is not duo to any particular word 
(pf the mantra), as the Injunctive affix does not denote the agent ; it is got 
at by means of a co-ordination based upon the indications due to the 
p'ommity of two worth (which constitutes Syntactical Connection) ; and 
hence it is a case of the supersession of Name by Syntactical Connec- 
tion. 

As an instance of Conflict between Context and Name, we have 
the case of the Fraydjas, that are mentioned in the Brahmana named the 
‘ PaurodnriJeay which (though, by the name, belonging to tlie Purodn(;ii- 
sacrifice) are ap|)lied to the Sannayya Ujpani^ti- sacrifice, as shown by the 
(hjutext. 

We have explained the examples of contlict involved in the 
applicatiou of a single Accessory to several Primaries. And it now 
becomes necessary to explain the instances of those involved in the 
application of several Accessories to a single Primary. 

(1) As an instance of conflict between Direct Assertion and 
Indicative Power, we have the case of the Aindri Verse: the sentence 
^ aindrya yarhapatyamupatishtMt^ ’ being found (by reason of the Atmane^ 
p<idtt-ending in * Upatishthate^) to be injunctive of a certain action the 
instrumentality whereof belongs to a mantra (vide Pdnini — 

I— iii— 25), — and the Indicative Power (of the word ^ gUrhapafyam*) 
pointing to the applicability of any mantra pertaining to Agni, tlie Direct 
Declaration (by the Instrumental in * aindryd ’) lays down the application 
of the Aindri Verse ; and when the place has been once filled by that verse, 
there is no room for any other verse. 

(2) As an instance of conflict between Direct Assertion and 
Syntactical Connection, we have the case of the Ydjndyajniya Praynfhi, 
in which Syntactical Connection points to the use of the word ‘ gird," while 
what is actually used is the word ‘ tViI,’ as shown by the Direct Assertion 

airaakrM udgdyU^). In the same manner, for the VigvB-DSoas, the 
substance mentioned by Direct Assertion is the Amihhd, while Syutne- 
tical Connection shows it to be the Vdjimi ; and this latter, being 
possessed of an authority inferior to that of Direct Assertion, being 
i*ejected, the VSjina is not admitted as a substance for the Vit^vB-devas, 
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(3) As an example of conflict between Direct Assertion and 

Context, w’O have the case of the Dan^a-PurmmSsa performed with a 
desire to obtain — in regard to which the Context pointing to the 

use of fifteen Samidhein-recitations, the Direct Assertion (contained in 
the sentence ^ Pratishthfiknmasyaikavimgalirantibriiydt^) shows tlie num- 
ber of the recitations to be twenty-one ; and lienee there is a rejection 
of the number ‘ fifteen ’ which pertains to that performance of the Darpa- 
Purniimasa, which is done without desire for any particular result. 

(4) Of the contradiction of Direct Assertion and Order, we have the 
case of the sacnfice performed with the desire for cattle, for which, Oixier 
points to the Oamasa as the Vessel (for the fetching of water) ; while 
Direct Assertion (in the sentence \godohBna pa^ukHviasya *) declares that 
vessel to be the milking vessel ; and here the indications of the former are 
set aside. 

(t)) Similarly as an example of the contradiction of Direct Assertion 
and Name, we luive the case of the VnjapByay which, from its Name, 
appears as to be performed by the Adhvaryu, while the Direct Assertion 
i; VdjapeyBna svdrajyahUmahy etc,') points to it as to be performed by one 
wlio desires the ‘Kingdom of Heaven’; and hence thei’o is a rejection of 
tho Adhvaryu as the performer of that sacrifice. Another example of the 
same wo have in yajamBnasya yBjya,' In connection with the Pitryn fas y 
tlie name ^Hauira' ^^oints to the fact of the yBjy^ belonging to tln^ Ilotc 
priest ; while the fact of its being performed by the Yujamdna is shown 
i»y the Direct Declaration of the genitive (in yajam^nasya')^ wliich 
denotes the relationship of the agent. 

As an example of conflict between Indicative Power and Syntactical 
Connection, we have the mantra 8yonante etc.,’ wherein by Syntactical 
Connection the whole mantra — from the very beginning - is shown to 
pertain to the action of seating or depositing (the Pnrodo(^a) ; while 
Indicative Power points only to the part ‘ tasmin sida ’ as the mantra 
pertaining to that action. In the same manner, Syntactical Connec- 
tion connects the portion ‘ tasmin sida' with the action of Ahhighdrana 
(Pouring of ghee over the grass-bedding), while Indicative Power points 

to ^SyonantB kaJpaydmi' only as belonging to that action ; and the 

former is accordingly set aside. These mantras have been cited, on a 
previous occasion, as affording an instance of a single accessory belonging 
to several Primaries, while on the present occasion they are cited as one 
of several Accessories belonging to a single Primary. That is to say, on 
the previous occasion we had Syntactical Connection pointing to the fact of 
the mantra ‘ synonantS etc.’ belonging to the Depositing together with the 
AhhighUranay while Indicative Power connected it with the Depositing 
Rlone ; and while the former indicated the mantra ‘ tasmin sida * as 
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beloiic:inj> to the AhhighlSrana^ Indicative Power showed it to belong 
to tlie Depositing, in connection with which it is actually used ;-“On tht 
present occasion, on the other hand, we have Syntactical Connectioti 
indicating the fact of the two tnawira^ pertaining to each qf the two 
actions (Depositing and Ahhigharana)^ while Indicative Power connectR 
only one mantra with each action. 

The Bhrishya has spoken of four examples mixed up in a single expla- 
nation ; and it is necessary to differentiate these. 

As an instance of ‘conflict between Indicative Power and (1) 
Context, (2) Order raid (3) Name, we have, (1) the case of the Nirvdpa, 
etc., for which the mantra ^DSvasya tvd, etc.* is pointed out by Indicative 
Power, which set.s aside the applicability of any other mantra indicated bv 
the Context; (2> tl»e Aindrdgnai^ performed with a view to a certain 
desirable result, whej^ein the coufde of Ydjynnuvrfkyds proceeding from the 
indicated by the Order, is set aside by Indicative Power ; luid 
(3) in the Somnraudriya, wdiereiii the application of the Man u -Verm 
pointed out by JYame as the Ynjydnuodkyds is sot aside by those Ydjynnn- 
vdhyds that contain words indicative of Soma and Iludra, 

As an example of conflict between Syntactical Connoction and 
Context, we have the sentence ‘ Purvedyuromdrmydydm vedinkaroti,* Tlie 
Context shows that we should have recourse to that process of ranking the 
Vsdt (altar) which is laid down as following after the adhivdsava of 
the sacrifioia I material ; while the Syntactical Conmjction with ^nmdvn- 
syd* shows tliat it should be done on the ‘previous day.’ This is not a 
case of Direct Assertion; as the Locative Ending fin ^ amdvdsijfnjdm') does 
imt denote the relationship of the Primary and the Accessory; though iv 
denotes locatum, yet the character of location could not possibly belong to 
the action ; consequently the connection shown must be admitted to have 
been pointed out by the proximity of the words to one another f which 
constitutes Syntactical Connection), and which operates more quickly than 
the Context. 

Of conflict between Syntactical Connection and Order we have 
an example in those Fratipatkalpas oi the Jyotishtoma that are performed 
with a view to certain results, or on account of a certain occasion having 
presented itself ; we have the Direct Assertion specifying only cue 
foot of ea(jh Mantra^ as the one to be employed ; and then the second and 
subsequent feet that are to be used are shown, by Order or Position, 
to be those of the verses appearing in the same order in connection with 
those Kalpas whose performance is absolutely binding; for instance, in 
connection with the Declaration '‘Vrkha pavasva dhdraySti rUjanydya 
pratipadan kurydty the second and third feet to be employed are shown, 
by Order, to be ^ puvamnndyBndave ahhidt^vam iyakshate'\ but we have 
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Syofcactical Connection indicating, — ^maruitvatS camatsarah vigva dadhona 
ojasfl * — as the feet to be added (and it is this latter that is accepted as 
the correct form). 

Objection : “ The example cited would be a case of conflict of 
Indicative Power, because of the difference iu the case-endings.” 

Reply: That does not affect the situation; because all the mantras in 
(jiiestion are indicative of Soma ; and wluit the difference in the case- 
endings is incompatible with is the Syntacjtical Connection (and hence it 
is a case of the contradiction of Syntactical Connection, and not of Indica- 
tive Power, as all are equally indicative of the Soma), Consequently 
while the Order in question would be engaged in assuming a mutual 
requirement and the consequent Syntactical Connection, the Syntactical 
Connection will have established the application, by means of a p« ior 
assumption of Power, etc. based upon of immediate Proximity and the 
sameness of case- endings. Consequently this latter is possessed of the 
greater authority. 

Of conflict between Syntactical Connection and Name we have 
the following example: In tho chapter called ^ Ilautra* we have a 
mention of the addressing of the Directions, in the sentence — ‘ Tasmffn 
maitravarunah prBshyati cdnncciha' \ and wdieri we look out for the person 
wlio is to do this Addressing, the aforesaid Name points to the Hnlr 
piiest as the persoi^; while the Syntactical Connection of tho sentence 
quoted points to Maitrdvaruna, Then as a matter of fact when the 
required agent has been pointed out by some one means, there is no need 
of the mention of any other; consequently Maitrdvaruna having been 
pointed out by the more-quickly-operating Syntactical Connection, 
tl»o indication of the Nume is set aside, long before it has had time to 
I'OHch the assumption of a coiroborative Context. 

Nor can this be said to be a case of conflict of Direct Assertion ; 
because the Verb does not denote the Nominative Agent ; specially as 
there is no operative {kdraJeg,) ending with the word Maitrdvaruna h'' 
(the Nominative not being a kdraka ending). 

As an example of conflict between Context and Order, we have the 
»se of the word * gird * and ‘ ird* in regard to the Hymn. In the Agnii^h- 
Sdma, the word to be used is indicated by Order to be ‘ gird * ; while 
Context points it out to be *ird*; and certainly this latter is stronger 
•R its authority. On the foi mer occasion we had cited the case of the 
'vords with regard to the Sdma (while the present is with reference to the 
^toti'a), consequently the two cannot be said to be mixed up. 

As an example of conflict between Context and Name, we have the 
of the sentence ‘ tasmdn maitrdvarunah prBshyati ednuedhetV as with 
Teference to the Jyotishtoma, The addressing spoken of in this devolves 
150 
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upon the Hotr priest, as indicated by the Name {^Hautraf* of the section in 
which the sentence occurs) ; while the Context distinctly points to 
Mnitrllvaruna as one who does it. This same example bad been cited above \ 
but that was with reference to the form of the Addressing of the Directions 
itself. 

Lastly, as an example of 'conflict between Order and Name, we 
liave the case of the couple of Aindrngna mantras occurring in the 
chapter of KHmyay^jyfls \ the Natne of these mantras points to the fact of 
their being used as alternatives in both the offerings (to Indra and Agni) ; 
while the stronger authority of Order indicates the use of the first conple 
with the first, and of the second with the second. As for the Indicative 
Power of the Mantras themselves, it lends its support -to both alternatives ; 
consequently, the case is one of conflict between Name and Order. 


We have considered the cases of the collision or conflict of Direct 
Assertion and the rest, when the Accessory, as also the Primary, is 
one only. And we have now to show that just as those six differ in 
authority from each other, so does each of them from another of its own 
kind, — the ground of difference being the same as that in tlie former case. 

(1) On the point of the application of an accessory, wo have the 
conflict of two Direct Declarations— one of them being more specific in 
its bearing than the other ; e.g, we have the general statement — ‘ Puroda- 
i^ancatnrdhH harotV — according to which the Quartering comes to apply to 
the Agnlshomhja^ etc., also ; hat when we meet with the specific Declara- 
tion ^ AynBijancaturdha haroti* we come to the conclusion that the 
Quartering applies to only that Purodfl(^a which is dedicated to Agni. 
Similarly with the conflict of two Declarations in regard to two 
Primaries, we have the Declaration ^yaddhamniye jnhoti' wherein the 
Locative ending in ‘ AhavaniiiS ’ shows that the Avahhrtha offerings also 
are to he poured into the Ahavauiya fire; but this is set aside In 
the specification contained in the Declaration ^ apsvavahhrthSna' (the 
Avahhrtha offering is to he made in water). The comparative strength or 
weakness in these cases is based upon the doubtful chai’acter or otherwiso 
of the declarations made. ^ 

Similarly we can cite instances of conflicts between two Direct 
Assertions, in regard to preceder ce, to subsidiaries and accessories, etc., 
etc. For instance, the word pagund' (in ^pagunH ynjsta*) directly 
asserts the fact of the Singularity being an Accessory of the animal ; 
while the stronger agency of the common case-ending declares it to 
belong to the Action. The word having declared the objective of the 
Bh&oanH to be the denotation of the Verbal Boot, the stronger agency of 
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the Injunctive affix makes out the end desired by man to be the required 
objective, 

(2) As an instance of conflict between two Indicative Powers, 
we, have the case of the mantra ^syonante sadanam krnomi,^ In tins 
we have two Indicative Powers — one in the shape of the capability of 
the two portions of the viaritra to be syntactically connected with each 
other, and another in the shape of expressing its meaning. Of these two, 
it is this latter that is more approximate than the former, to its corrobora- 
five Direct Declaration ; specially as the former is much weaker even 
than Syntactical Connection, as has been explained in the Bhdshya, 

(3) A'S example conflict between two Syntactical Connec- 
tions, we have the sentence * Pancadaga SdmidhBniranuhruydt' ‘ 8aptadai;a 
Vai^yasya* I in both of these the Syntactical Connection having been 
established through co-ordination, when we come to consider the actual 
application of the 8dmidh8ni8, it is the number seventeen that comes to 
ho accepted as the more authoritative of the two, being more definitely 
specified of the two (in the case of the sacnficer being a Vatpya), 

Of conflict between two Contexts, we have an example in ^abhikr&man 
juhoti'; the one vast Context shows this ahhikrdmana to belong to the 
DarpihPiirnamdsa; while the sub-context connects it with iho Praydj as \ 
and this latter is the more authoritative of the two, because of its being 
more nearly related to the subject iu question; specially as long before 
the subject is affected by the vast Context, the sub-context establishes 
the necessary relationship in the shape of Syntactical Connection. 

As nn example of conflict between two Orders or Positfons, we 
have the case of the two couples of mantras, the Aindra and the Agniya, 
which are found in the section on the Kamya^ydjyds ; the order of prece- 
dence of Proximity points to the fact of both of these couples being used, 
without restrictions, with any of the two sacriticies ; but the Order of 
mention, consisting of proximity in the shape of the commonality of the 
place, restricts their application to definite sacrifices. 

A conflict between two Names, we find in cases where one of them is 
more generic in its indications than the other ; and the rejection of the one 
by the other we shall treat of under the Sutra IIT—vii — 41. 

The examples of the conflict of these in the matter of Accessories and 
Primaries should be carefully distinguished and explained. 

We have explained the above conflicts in cases where we had 
the Direct Assertion directly perceptible. The same would be the case 
when those conflicting with others of the same or of different kinds, would 
be such as are cognized by means of Inference, etc. The comparative 
strength of these, when the is pitted against the inferred^ and 

when the inferred is pitted against the inferred , — whether they belong to 
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the same or different kinds,— would bo found out in the sarne manner 
has been shown above. As for instance, the Direct Assertion pertaininiy 
to the modificatory sacrifices, through Implication, are rejected by those 
applying to them, perceptibly or directly. 

In these cases however, the order of strength is sometimes the othei’ 
way, — f.i. the inferred Direct Assertion is set aside by the directly perce^i. 
title Indicative Power; as in the case of the Jcrshnala (rice made of* gold) 
the threshing (pointed out by the Direct Assertion ‘ Vtihinavahantiy whicli 
has a real existence, but is applied to the krshnala only by implication) 
is set aside by the Capability of the golden Rice (of not being threshed). 
By ‘ Linga * or Power, in this connection, is meant the Power pertaining to 
all things, and not only that which belongs to the Mantras \ as we shall 
find the declaration in the Bhashya further on that — * kfl punarasya Ungasya 
prdptiranyatMsamhhamk ' — which means that the character of Linga 
belongs even to such agencies as the fact of being fojind to serve the purposes 
of something else^ and also that of having no other way of being utilized, and 
so forth. 

In a case where the Direct Assertion is purely an inferential one 
(and has no real existence), while the contrary Indicative Power is 
directly perceptible, — as in the case of the Smrti in contradistinction to 
the Vedic Indicative Power, — inasmuch as it is quite possible for the Smrti 
to be based upon something (f.i. misconceptions, etc.) other than Direct 
Vedic iXssertion, while Vedic Indicative Power can liave no other basis 
than such a corroborative Vedic Declaration, it i.s the latter that should 
ho accej^ted as tlie more authoritative of the two. 

In all cases however, if the rejection of even the less authoritative 
rnake.s some assertion or other (in the Veda) meaningle8.s, then the 
rejection is to be accepted the other way ; as has been declared, contrary 
to what is pointed out by Direct Assertion, that in the case of the sentence 
‘ Vrhin prokshati,' the Prokshana is meant to bo the means of bringing 
about a transcendental result {Apurva), 

Similarly too, when the weaker means of knowledge has a very 
strong support, then too the effect of rejection is reversed, as has been 
explained under the Sutras I — iii — 5 et seg. That is to say, of all moans 
of knowledge, the contradiction lies in their objects, and not in their forms. 
Consequently, in a case where the means of knowledge is contrary to the 
object as it reslly exists, and its properties, — even though the oomparj«- 
tive strength of the Means he the other way, yet in consideration of the 
nature of the object of knowledge, even that means, which, by itself, is 
weaker in its authority, would set aside the natumlly stronger one; as 
has been declared on a former occasion—* neamanOdayah pad^thdk, paddr- 
thQndnca gunafi kramah' To the same effect we have the following say- 



COMPARATIVE AUTHORITY OP SHHUTI, LINGA, BTC. 1197 

ing: *Eyen though the people of the town are very strong in their 
I'ombination, yet they are successfully repressed by a handful of men, 
vyrlio have the support o< the king’s authority.’ 

Thus far we have explained the sutra, as also the BMshja^ up to the 
place where it establishes the existence of the conflicts under considera- 
tion. 

• 

We now proceed with the explanation of tlie remaining portion of the 
Bhashya. 

PtTRVAPAKSHA (B). 

“ T'ldyahalB BtB kHranS, idamapi Icflranam idamapi^ ^rutirapi Hnyamapi, 
etc» 

“ This assertion of the eq^imlity of strength is based upon the convic- 
“tion that every portion of the Veda is equally self-sufficient in its 
“ authority ; specially as both ( Direct Assertion and Indicative Power ) 
‘*are found to have equal authority in cases where each appears by itself. 
‘‘ That is to say, whenever we come across a mantra^ we at once obtain an 
‘ idea, even without assumption of any Direct Assertion, of the use to 
‘‘ which it .should be put ; and hence the Indicative Power of the mantra 
“ should be regarded to be as authoritative as any Direct Assertion, 

“ Says the Bhashya— Na hi vijnnnasya vijnanasya vigSsha upalahhyatB. 
“ That is to say, at the time that the mantra (‘ kadfl ca, etc,*) is mentioned 
‘‘ in the Veda, it is*at once recognized as pertaining to Indra ; wdiile, on 
the utterance of the Direct Assertion (‘ Aindrytl garhapatyam upatish- 
‘‘ {hats ') it is cognized as pei taining to the Odrhapatya ; and we do not 
“ f>erceive any difference in the authoritative character of these two, when 
‘‘ they have once been accomplished. As a matter of fact, even Direct 
“ Assertion cannot point out the use to which a mantra is to bo put, until 
“ the form of the mantra has been fully recognized ; consequently it is 
always necessary to ascertain, beforehand, the form of the mantra ; and 
“ at the time that the mantra in question is ascertained, there at once arises 
“ the idea that it is to be employed in the hymning* of Indra; and this 
“ idea can never be set aside. 

“ Objection : ‘ nanu lingasya hhahgnrasyaiva riJipam savicihitsah* That 
" is to say, while we perceive the Direct Assertion {aimlryd^ etc.) iliere is no 
“ possibility of the inference of another (in corroboration of Indicative 
‘‘Power), and this is what constitutes the transient character of Indica- 
“ tive Power ; and what is meant by its being savicikitsa is the fact of 
“ its being delayed in its operations. For these two reasons (of transience 
“ and delay in operations), no self-snfiicient authority can belong to Indica- 
“ tive Power.’ 

“ The reply to this objection is based upon the fact of the bringing 
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“ about of conviction being equally present (in tbe case of Indicative 
Power), as also upon the notion that by ‘ savicikiUa ’ the objector means 
“ the presence of Doubt, mistake or uncertainty. "'The reply is— -Ji is not 
“ as you say ; as a matter of fact^ we do not compare Direct Assertion with 
“ that Indicative Power which is doubtful in its effects. That is to say, if it 
“ is doubtful whetlier the mantra in question is Aindrl or not, the Power 
“ indicating this fact is no authority, even without the contradiction of a 
“ Direct Declaration ; and hence our enquiry of comparative strength and 
“ weakness does not concern such doubtful Indicative Powers. That Indi- 
cative Power, however, which brings about a certain conviction, that the 
“ mantra belongs to such and such a Deity ^ is equal to Direct Declaration 
“ in its authority,— and as such must bo taken as laying down an optional 
“ alternative. 

Objection : ‘ nann naiva kadtlcit^ etc^* That is to say, as shown before, 
“ the Indicative Power is never without delay in its operations. 

“ The reply, based upon the idea that the objector bas admitted tbe 
“ fact of Indicative Power being savicikitsa (taking this in the sense of 
“ doubtful), is that m that case (if it were never free from doubt) there 
“ could be no such authoritative means of knowledge as Indicative Power, 
“The Siddhdnti retorts: ‘If the mere fact of being delayed in Us 
“ operations were to so much disturb the nature of Indicative Powder as to 
“ make it relinquish all authority, then, let it be devoid of all authority, 
“ as there certainly is a doubt in connection with objects pointed out ly 
“ Indicative Power,'* 

“ Now, how is it that you have given up the declaring of Indicative 
“ Power being delayed in its operations, and yet come to speak of it as 
“ doubtfully How, too, is it that at the same time, you speak of the object 
“ being cognized by Indicative Power, as an established fact r* 

“‘This does not affect our position,* says the SiddhUnti) as the 
“ declaration of the fact of the object being cognized by Indicative Power 
“ with reference to the case wherein there is no contradiction (of the 
“ more authoritative ‘means of knowledge) ; whereas the declaration of its 
“ doubtful character refers to that case wherein there is such a contiudic- 
“ tion. That is to say, the Power of indicating the use of a mantra that is 
“ perceived in a case of non-contradiction, does not remain intact in all 
“ cases ; and in many cases, it remains doubtful. In one place, the use thus 
“ pointed out is accepted, in the absence of contradiction '{ and the ques- 
“ tion is whether it continues the same, in a case of contradiction, or it is 
“ set aside by some cause ? Or is it that Indicative Power is wholly 
“ devoid of all authority ? The doubt remains only so long as we do not 
“come acix)8s a Direct Declaration; as soon as we have got one, there 
“ remains no cause for the assumption of any other Direct Declaration 
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ii fin corroboration of the Indicative Power), and so the Indicative Power 
I to the contrary) loses all its significance. In Indicative Power, all that 
is perceptible is mere capability ; but this is not enough to point out 
“ the use of the mantra ; and that which is not clearly expressed can have 
‘‘ no authority in the matter of Actions, — e.g. even though they have the 
‘‘power, yet the Brahmana and the Kshattriya do not perform the Vairya- 
^'stoma sacrifice. For these reasons, you must admit that Indicative 
“ Power is not a means of pointing out the use of mantras.'* 

“ The reply given to the above is in neglect of the fact of the declara- 
“ tion of the l^ddhiinti with regard to the non-authoritative character of 
“Indicative PowSr being in reference to the case of contradiction,— and 
“ in fear of the declaration being one of its universal absolute non-anthori- 
“tative character; and hence it is shown in what way the authoritative 
“character of Indicative Power can be established; ivhen a certain fact is 
“ mentioned in proximity to a certain thing in the context ^ the former is 
“ believed to he instrumental in the accomplishment of the latter ; and then 
there arises the question as to hotv it helps in its fulfilme 7 it ; and the 
“ answer to this question is settled by the capability of that thing. This is 
“ what has been explained under the Sutras II — i — 31 and I — ii — 40. 

“ Or, the sense of the aforesaid declaration of the SidilhanH may be 
“ this : ‘ In the case of contradiction, the non-authoritativenoss of Indica- 
“ live Power would be easily established ; — consequently at the outset we 
“have shown the flon-authoritative character of Indicative Power, in- 
“dependently by itself. This being done, we shall make our opponent 
“ himself establish tlie fact of its authoritative character being based 
“ upon the inference of a coiTohorative Direct Assertion. And this done, 
“ he would be easily vanquished by us.* 

“And in reply to this it has been declared that there is distinct 
“ authorit-ativeiiess, and hence the two are equal in authority ; — and no 
“ attention has been paid to the declaration of the condition of the 
“ presence of contradiction, 

“ Even granting, for the sake of argument, that thei’o is difference in 
“ the authoritativeness of Indicative Power and Direct Assertion, there 
“ can be no setting aside of the one by tlie other, simply because there is no 
“ contradiction between the two. For instance, the help accorded by the 
’■Prayflya/J being, both by Direct Declaration and Indirect Implication, 
“ pointed out as helping both the Piumary sacrifice and its modifications, 
“ —there is no contradiction — specially as it is only desirable that, even 
“ when that which is mentioned once is performed over and over again, 
“ there should be a repetition of the subsidiaries, in accordance with the 
“ Primary, 

“ Objection : ‘ Inasmuch as the word Indra can apply to the 
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“ OSrhapatya only indirectly, and the literal signification of the word 
“ Indra applies directly to Indra, there is a contradiction of the signi- 
‘‘ fication of the word as a whole (if the word Indra is taken as signifying 
“ the Qdrhapatya fire).’ 

Reply: Not so; because the seeming contradiction can be very 
“ easily explained away, with reference to different uses (of the mantrn 
“ in question). It is only if the mantra were pointed out as to be used in 
“ two different ways, at one and the same time, — that there would 
“ have been a contradiction, because of the impossibility and possibility 
“ of usage being in that case simultaneous. When, however, the uses are 
“ different, at the time that the word * Indra ’ would be taken as denoting 
“the Qdrhapatya fire, its denotation could be taken as based eitlier 
‘ upon the property (of fire) of being an auxiliary of the sacrifice, 
“ or upon the presence (in the fire) of the glory^ which is denoted by the 
“ root Hnda * (in the word * Indra *) ; while at the time of the same word 
“ being taken as denoting the deity Indra, it would be used in its own 
“ direct signification. And certainly, there can* be no contradiction in- 
“ volved in this. 

“For these reasons, it must be admitted that there can be no 
“ rejection (of Indicative Power by Direct Assertion),” 

SIDDHANTA (B). 

Direct Declaration is stronger than Indicative Power; because 
that the mantra {Aindri) belongs to the Odrhaputya is mentioned directly 
by the word (in ‘ Aindryd gQrhapatyamupaUHhfhatB*) ; whereas the fact of 
its belonging to Indra is only inferred from the Power {of the word 
‘ Indra* in the mantra), and is not mentioned directly by any words. 

That is to say, the fact of the mantra belonging to Indra, that has 
been held to be inferred from Power or from Context, is untouched by 
any direct functioning of the word ; and as such it can have no authority 
heaving upon such cases (as the performance of sacrifices and otliei 
matters of a transcendental character; vide Sutra I — iii — 1). 

The opponent thinks that the Siddkdnti has declared the universal or 
absolute non-authoritativeness of Indicative Power, and thence its rejection 
is due, not to contradiction, but to its inherent non-authoritativeness ; and 
with this in view he argues as follows ; “ If what you say is correct, then even 
in a case where there is no contradictory Direct Declaration^ there can he no 
“ cognition of anything obtained from Indicative Power, and hence this latter 
“ would have no authority even in such cases of non-^contradictionf' 

In reply to this, the Siddkdnti proceeds to establish the authoritative- 
ness of Indicative Po^ver in the way that it has been done by the oppori- 
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ent himself, in course of the above PUrvapaksha. That is to say, this much 
is clear from the Context, that the mantra should help in the sacrifice in 
the way in which it is capable of doing so ; and as a matter of fact, apart 
from the denotation of its meaning, there is no other way in which it 
could be able to help; and hence the said capability eomos to point to 
the us6 to which the mantra is to be put. 

The opponent thinks that the SiddMnti bus admitted his own stand- 
point, and as such he could not escape from its necjessary consequence, in 
the shape of an admission of the Purvapaksha view ; encouraged by this 
prospect, he retorts : “Jf the GapahiUty is based upon Direct Declaration^ 
“ theny in that case, it could not ‘he rejected by another Declaration. 'I'hat is 
“to say, it must be admitted that if what is pointed out hy Indicative 
“ Power is not supported by the authority of the words (of the Veda) 
“ then it can have no authority ; but if it has the authority of the words, 
“ then it is equal in authority to any Dii ect Declaration.** 

Both of these contingencies are met by the SiddhUnti, by the words : 
nlipi etc. That is to say, the Direct Declaration inferred hy the Indica- 
tive Power can have an existence only in case the Indicative Power is not 
contradicted by Direct Declaration already in existence ; and it can never 
appear when there is such a contradiction ; consequently in a case where 
the use of a mantra is not laid down by a Direct Declaration, — all that 
may be assumed or inferred for the pointing out of its use is sealed with 
the authority of the apparent Inconsistency of something mentioned in the 
Veda, and as such, is as Vedic as anything else. On the other hand, in a 
case where the use of a mantra is distinctly laid down by a Direct 
Declaration,- o.g. in the case in question where the Aindri mantra is 
clearly laid down as to be used in the hymning of the Odrhapatyay— the 
purpose of the mention of the mantra, as well as its result in the shape of 
the help accorded to the performance of the Action, having been already 
duly cognized, the Veda cannot bear the assumptiofi of anything else — in 
the shape of the assertion that the Mantra should be used, in the hymning 
of Indra. It is for this reason that Indicative Power is weaker than 
Direct Declaration. 

Then again, it has already been shown above that all option is 
uuvvarrantable ; specially as the optional existence and non-existence of 
the same thing in the satne place is scarcely tenable. Thus then, in the 
case in question, the Direct Declaration independently lays down the fact 
cf the mantra being employed in the hymning of the Odrhapatya ; while 
the Indicative Power, by itself, lays down that of its being used in the 
hymning of Indra, And the acceptance of any one of these would mean 
the neglecting of that which is laid down by the other; and in view of 
the latter Injunction this acceptance would mean tho doing of something 
151 
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not enjoined ; specially as the neglect of the latter too is nowhere laid 
down; and all this would involve the ryection of the enjoined and ih^ 
assumption of the non*&njoined\ and both of these would be equally 
undesirable. Then again, there would be the rejection of a fact that is well 
known. That is to say, it is a well-known fact that that which is enjoined 
should be carried into action, and that which is not enjoined should not 
be so carried ; and the above procedure would be directly contradictory 
to both of these. For these reasons, we cannot admit of an optmi. 

With a view to set aside the seeming contradiction, it has been 
suggested that both should be foll<»wed conjointly. But in reply to tin's 
we declare that there actually is a con tr»i diction ; because Direct Declara- 
tion, in the case in question, has fulfilled all the requirements of fcho 
Mantra and the C'ontext; and as for the Indicative Power, its object is 
distinctly deficient in certain elements ; and it is certainly contradicted 
(by the aforesaid Direct Declaration, which does not leave any deficiency 
in the object in question). 

That is to say, in the case in question, there is a single Mantra and a 
single Context ; and that which -is mentioned once can be of one form only. 
And at the time that its use is pointed out by Direct Declaration, only two 
contingencies are possible — that the mantra and the subject-matter of the 
Context should have all their needs fully supplied, or not. If then, their 
needs are not supplied, then the use pointed out remains unaccomplished ; 
because it is not proper that that which is actually brought into use 
should have any needs unsupplied. If, on the other hand, they have their 
needs supplied, then there can he no chance for the use pointed out by 
Indicative Power; and such use depends upofi the presence of certain 
otherwise unfulfilled requirements. Lastly, if we were to admit both 
simultaneously, then that would involve a self-contradiction, in that there 
would be, and at the same time not be, certain requirements unfulfilled. 

If, even in the face of all this, both Means were equally authoritative, 
then* inasmuch as there would be no difiei'ence in them, it could not be 
ascertained which one of them is foremost in supplying the requirements 
in question ; and consequently these requirements being fulfilled by both 
simultaneously, the mantra would come to be taken as serving both' 
'purposes. As a matter of fact, however, there is a vast difference 
in the character of the two Means of knowledge in question, — in 
that Direct Declaration is very much quicker in its operation. Conse- 
quently when once the mantra has had its use pointed out by Direct 
Declaration, there is no room for the functioning of Indicative Power. 
And thus the superior authority of Direct Declaration becomes estab- 
lished. 

Though the sutm has spoken of the * weakness of the following,^ ye* 
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the BhS^shyd speaks of the “ strength of the preceding,” which is implied 
in what the sUtra has said ; and by this the Bh&akya has shown that much 
significance cannot be attached to the actual words of the sutra. 

Of the conflict between Syntactical Connection and Indicative Power 
we have yet another example in the following: In connection with the 
.Jyotish(oma,'we have certain ‘ Directions,* mentioned in the Hautra section; 
and these are enjoined as belonging to (to be addressed by) the Maitra* 
vanina, by Syntactical Connection, in the sentence ‘ Tasmiin maitr&- 
vara ^ak prBshyati cfinucaheti* But among these ‘ Diractions * we meet 
with one, in the form ‘ PragHstarjiaja * ; and tlie Indicative Power of this 
sentence distinctly points to the fact of Maitravaruiia being the priest to 
whom this ‘Direction* is addressed. Now then, if Syntiwjtical Connection 
had the greater authority, then, in the case of the latter ‘ Direction* also, 
Maitravaru^a would be the priest who would address it; and as the 
addressing of a Direction to one’s own self would be impossible, the ‘sacri- 
ficing* (spoken of in ‘ Pragnstaryaja *) would liave to be done by the Jlotr 
priest. Whereas if Indicative Power were possessed of the superior 
authority, then, the ‘Direction’ in question would liave to be used in 
directing the Maitrfivaruna priest; and as he could not be directed by 
himself, it would have to bo done by another person ; and this Director is 
known in the manner shown under the Sutra ‘ Teshdm yiito vtgeshah 
jiyflf*: By tlie cwmon Name (of ^Hautra') it is, in the first 
instance, indicated that the mantra in question belonged to the IPotr 
priest ; but this is set aside by Syntactical Connection ; and when this 
Syntactical Connection is, in its turn, set aside by the said Indicative 
Power, then it is the aforesaid itself that reverts to its work and 

points to the Hotr priest as the person who should address the Direction 
in question ; and as for the MaltrUvaruna priest, he is recognized as the 
person carrying out the Direction addi’essed. 

Though the sentence ‘ Tasman maitravarnnah^ etc.’ occurs in tlie 
Brnhmana (and as such is capable of the authority of Direct Declaration)* 
yet, inasmuch as it merely consists of a conglomeration of words, it has 
not the character of Direct Declaration ; and as such, it is set aside by 
the Indicative Power, which has its corroborative Direct Declaration in 
close proximity to it. If the Maitravaru^a priest were to address the 
Direction, then, in that case, the word ^Pragastay (in ^ Pragastaryaja*) 
would be wholly meaningless with regard to the Hotr priest. 

Objection : “ In case the Maitravarnpa priest were the person direc- 
“ ted, the words ‘ HotSi yakshat etc.’ would become devoid of any meaning. 
“ Nor can it be held that these words* would have their secondary signifi- 
‘ cations. Because such could be the case with the word * PragSstay also. 

And further, in fact, it would be far more reasonsiblo to take this latter 
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word in ita secondary signification, on account of the fact of its being 
“ the last to come, and as sucli most susceptible of the effects of contradic. 

“ tioii, Cby the word ‘ hotr' that has gone before it). This could not be 
“said of the word * which is the first to bo uttered, and as sacb, 
“not susceptible to the contradiction (of the word ^ pragAstah* which has 
“ not yet appeared on the scene). Consequently the instance th^t you 
“ have cited is one of conflict between two Indicative Powers, and not 
“ between Syntactical Connection and Indicative Power.” 

To the above we make the following reply : It is necessary to take 
one of the two words in question in its secondary signification ; because of 
the one being contradictory to the other. But the application of the word 
^PragAstah' to the Botr priest would be absolutely without foundation ; 
while that of the word 'Ilolr' to the Maitrnvarui^a priest would be based 
upon the fact of this latter priest pi'rforming the duties of the Ihir 
priest; specially as all words expressive of the principal priest (the 
^Botr' f.i.) are often found to be applied to his subordinates (the 
Maiiravarnna f.i.) ; while the reverse is never found to be the ease. 
Consequently on account c)f the words of the mantra PragAst ary a ja^] 
having the Power of indicating the Maitravaruna priest, it would bo 
addressed in directing him. Nor does the sentence (^Tasman muitra- 
vanmahi etc.^) become wholly meaningless; as it would have its use in 
regard to the other * Directions* ; and hence this sentence would certainly be 
rejected in reference to the one ‘Direction ’ in question (‘ Pragastaryaja^)- 

Against the example ‘ Syouanle sadanam krnomi * the following objec- 
tion is urged: “ Inasmuch as the two sentences {"syonante halpayamV 

“ and ‘ tasnrin sula ’) have been shown, before, to be distinct, the two 
“ together could not be pointed out by Syntactical Connection as to be 
“ used conjointly. That is to say, even though the two conjointly fulfil 
one condition of being syntactically connected (i.o. forming a single 
“sentence) namely, that when separated, c*ac)i of them remains wanting 
“ in an integral factor,— yet, on account of each of them serving a distinct 
“ purpose (and thus not fulfilling the first condition of Syntactical 
“Connection — viz: arthaikatva^ singleness of purpose), they are two 
“ distinct sentences, as has been shown before ; consequently, there can be 
“ no question as to the two conjointly, as a whole, being used in connection 
“ either with the ahhighArana of sadana^ or with the Depositing of the 
“ Cake^ either singly or conjointly.” 

To the above, some people make the following reply : The discussion 
is not with regard to the complete sentence as one composite whole, but 
with regard to each of its parts. 

Or, it may be said in reply that two sentences are generally taken as 
forming a single sentence, only when each of tlieni is found to be wanting 
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ia some integral factor. And it lias been already shown, on ncconnt of 
the well-established fact of Indicative Power being stronger (than Syntac- 
tical Connection), that the two sentences in question are wholly distinct. 

That is to say, it was the fact of the sentence ^ tasmin sula' 
being wanting in an integral factor, that was made the basis of tlie 
declaration of the two as forming a single sentence ; and certainly this is 
the principal basis (of connecting two sentences syntactically) ; as on 
that ground, we can assume, whenever we like, the relationship of the 
Qualification and the Qualified ; and thereby assuming the two to have a 
single purpose, they can be taken as syntactically connected. For 
instance, in the case in question, taking the former part with the latter, 
we have them conjointly denoting—* The comfortable seat that I am 
preparing for thee by means of the flowing of butter,— on the seat pro- 
pped by this process thou shouldst sit down,’ — thus tbe two together 
having the single purpose of depositing the cafee hy a certain process ; or 
they may mean—* I :im performing the preparation of the seat by means 
of the butter-flow, for the purpose of your sitting* — the two together, 
in this case, having the single purpose of indicating the preparing of the 
seat loith a particular result ; in this way, the two together could be taken 
as syntactically connected, and forming a single sentence. 

The aforesaid declaration,— that, on account of the difference in 
their purpose, the;j are distinct sentences, — was based upon tbe fact of 
the Indicative Power (of tbe two sentences) being more authoritative 
(than Syntactical Connection), — a fact that has been established on tbe 
present occasion. In case Indicative Power is the stionger of the two, we 
reject the possibility of the two forming a single sentence on the chance 
of the one qnalifiying the other; and we accept each of them to be self- 
sufficient, as shown by Indicative Power ; and tlius giving np all idea of 
the one serving as the qualification of the other, wo find that each of 
them has a distinct purpose of its own ; and as such they cannot be 
taken as distinct sentences. Thus then, the present discussion refers to 
the fact of the two sentences being endowed with syntactical character, 
through their applications, and also to the strength or weakness of 
Indicative Power (as compared to Syntactical Connection). Then again, 
the sentence having attained to its position, through our cognition of it 
as such,-— there follows the consideration of the presence or absence of 
cognitions to the contrary. 

On the question thus stated, we have the following 

PORVAPAKSHA (0). 

“ Both (Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection) are equally 
authoritative. In that case, the action would be performed in such a 
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** way that at one time the two mantras would be used separately, while 
“ at times the two would be used conjointly in connection with any one 
“ of the two actions, and lastly, at times, with both of them. 

“ Question : ‘ How could the sense of the scripture be so very un. 
** certain P * » 

“ Ansiver : When snch an uncertainty happens to be distinctly point- 
“^ed out by a correct means of knowledge, what harm does it do us to 
“ admit such an uncertainty ? And there can be no doubt that the 
“ existence of such uncertainty is quite admissible in view of the equally 
“ authoritative chniacter of Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection. 

“ When however, like Direct Declaration, Syntactical Connection is 
“ cognized as setting naide Indicative Power, on the ground of its being a 
“ distinct means of knowledge, — then in that case, the two sentences are 
“ always used conjointly.*’ 

SIDDHANTA (C). 

As a matter of fact, we find that the mantra beginning from ^syonam' 
and ending with ^knlpayflmi^* is, by its inherent capability^ quite capable 
of being used, with all its requirements fulfilled, with reference to its own 
independent purpose ; and the appearance of its being deficient in some 
points is due to the other sentence tasmin stda *) ; (and not to anything 
in the sentence itself). 

The whole mautraf from the very beginning, is on the look-out for 
some use to which it should be put. And as a matter of fact, we find that 
the mantra ending with ^kalpaydmi* does not stand in need of anything 
outside itself; consequently we conclude that that mantra ends then and 
there ; and finding its purpose duly served by that, we conclude that it is 
to be used in connection with the Pouring of Batter over the bedding \ and 
beuce it can, in no way, be extended so far as the action of the Depositing 
of the Oake, Nor do we find any inconsistency or uselessness in the latter 
mantra (^tasmin sida*), without the companionship of the former {mantra 
ending with ^ kalpaynmi ^), — to avoid which inconsistency, the two should 
have been taken together, because that mantra also has its use in 
connection with the Depositing of the Oake. Though the word Wai* (in 
* tasmin *) stands in need of a certain antecedent, yet it could be tSken as 
referring to the previously-established meaning of the preceding sentence ; 
and there would be no incongruity in snch a distinct use of the 
pronoun * tat,' For instance, we have the sentence ‘ taptS payasi 
dadhyltnayaiiy which ends with the laying down of the preparation of the 
substance, and then, we have tie sentence * sd vaigvadBvydmikshd^ which 
is taken distinctly by itself, as laying down, independently by itself, the 
relationship of that substance with the deity (Vi^BdSva), 

Thus then, we fiu^ that the separate use of the two mantras 
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its corroborative Direct Declaration not very far from it; and conse- 
quently there can be no overlapping of the operations of the one by those 
of the other. 

Says the Bhdshfia — Thus then we find that the mantra Hasmln si da'* 
has no capability of being connected with the preparing of the Bedding. 
Thougli this has been already said before, yet it is i*opeated over and 
over again, with a view to strengthen the conviction. And we can 
explain the repetition as serving the purpose of recapitulating the proper- 
ties of the sentence in question, after the imposition of other foreign 
properties has been set aside. The first time that tlie declaration in 
question was made was with reference to tho existence and non-existence 
of authoritative means of cognition; the second time it was with refer- 
ence to its capability and incapability ; and the last time it is with reference 
to its serving and not serving visible purposes. 

For these reasons, then, it must be admitted that Indicative Power is 
more authoritative than Syntactical Connection. 

Qnestim : “ In the phrase ‘ conflict between Syntactical Connection 

and Context,* what do you mean by * Context * ? So far yon have made 
“ use of the term ‘ Context * as a well-known entity ; though what it 
“ is has not yet been explained. Consequently it is necessary for yon to 
“ explain what it is ; specially as it is only when its form and character 
‘^are known that we could learn whether it is strong or weak in its 
authority. 

“ In reality, however, there seems to be no difference between Context 
“ and Syntactical Connection or Order, Firstly, it is only the proximity 
“ of certain words that stand in neod of one another, that is called 
Syntactical Connection * ; and this same proximity is found in Context 
“ also. Nor is there any authorized limit to the number of words in a Syn- 
*Hactical Connection ; as all that constitutes Syntactical Connection is the 
“fact of the words, when separated from one another, being wanting in 
“certain elements, coupled with the fact of their combining towards the 
“ fulfilment of a single purpose. Consequently that which contnins a few 
‘*wordj|^ so constituted is Syntactical Connecstion ; while that which 
“contains a large number of words thus related is Context, — all the 
“ smaller sentences in the Context being pervaded over by intermediate 
“ purposes, and thereby capable of forming a large combination with the 
“ chirf purpose of the main Context. This is what will be spoken of later 
“ on, in the BhQshya, in the sentence — * vdkyam hi 8kam Durfa-PUrnamUsd- 
bhyam sahadharmdnSm.* Secondly^ Order is said to consist of proximity ; 
“ and this proximity is a necessary factor in Context also ; conseqaently 
Context is the same as Order.*’ 
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The Bhfifthya replies to the above by showing— (I) the true form ; (ll'j 
the signification of the component parts (of the word * Context *) ; and 
(III) the synonyms (of the word). 

(I) To exphiin the real form of Context — Context is the (a) declaration 
of (&) wkat is to be acc07nplishedt this latter standing in need of (o) 
the Process (of accomplishment). {KartavyasijiBtikartiivyatdklinkshisya 
vacanam praharanam). 

(6) By ^knrtavya* (what is to be accomplished) is meant either the 
resultant Apurvay or the Bhava (or BhavUun) which is signified by the 
affix, ns having the character of that which is to be enjoined and to bo 
performed. 

Objection: “ Tnasnmch as the desirable results, Heaven and the like, 
“ are included in the Resultant factor, it must be these results that are 
“ called * Kartavya,* ” 

Reply : Not so ; because, inasmuch as such results appeal- at a 
different time altogether, they do not form an integral part of the 
Performance; and hence it is the Apurva that leads to the subsequent 
accomplishment of those results, that should be regarded as the * Kartavya.' 
Consequently the results could be accomplished only after the Apurva 
had been brought about ; this fact of the Apurva being the motive of the 
action will be explained later on, under the sfitray * yajnakarma pradhilnam 
Uiddhi codanabhutam ' (IX — i — 1) ; while the possibility of the Result and 
the Deity being the motive will be brought forward in the sutra ‘ Pkala- 
dSvaliiyogca ’ (IX — i — 4-5), simply to be immediately refuted. 

(c) By * dkanksha ' is meant the longing or need for the means of 
help — as to how the result is to be brought about. [The word * akanksha' 
= tt -f kitiiksh + ghan]: Or the word ' itikartavyataki^nkshd ' may be 
explained as that which needs the Procedwe, i.e. the Bhdvdnd or the 
Apurva ; and the ‘ vacana * is of such a Bhfivdnd or Apurva — the two words 
with the genitive ending being taken as co-extensive. 

(a) By ^vacana* — Declaration— is meant the bringing about of a 
conviction by means of words. 

Thus then, the upshot of the whole definition comes to be this : Even 
though the Need may be existent, in the nature of things, yet thal alone 
does not constitute the “ Context ’’ ; but it is only when it is duly cognized 
that it comes to be so called ; and that too only when it is co^ized as 
subservient to that which is to be accomplished, and not independently by 
itself. Therefore it is the Need, when cleaily expressed, that constitutes 
/Context"; or the Bhdvand along with the Need may be taken as consti- 
tuting it. 

(II) What has just been said is again reiterated by the BhSshya, 
by explaining the significations of the component parts of the word 
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Praharana^). The word *pra' means beginning^ and * A;araRa * means 
action ; hence ‘ Prakarana ’ means PrdknyR^ the beginning of action. The 
Bhtlshya next explains the particular action the beginning of which is 
meant: Of the action of Declaration — i.e. of the action of direct denotation. 
TIjat is to say, it is the beginning of the action of expressing the BhSuanti — 
which* means the beginning of the operation of the sentence laying down 
the performance of the action. The factors of the Result and the 
Instrumental are always expressed by two words ; while the denotation of 
the Procedure can be done only by means of several sentences. Conse- 
quently, by looking into all things, we conclude that it is the Procedure 
that constitutes the ‘Context* — ^by which is meant i\LO beginning of the 
actions of Denotation and Inj unction. 

Though the word ^karana^ is expressive of mere action^ yet, when 
ase4 in connection with a scripture, it is used to denote the action of 
denotation, 

(III) The Bhdshya next speaks of the synonyms of ‘Context* : It 
is the ^Beginning of the Injunction' OVidhyndih'), As both the words 
“ beginning ’* and “ end *’ are relative terms, the Bhdshya proceeds to 
show with respect to what it is the ‘ beginning ’ : — It is with reference to 
the end of the Injunction, By ‘ the end of Injunction * here is meant the 
cognition of the Procedure in the shape of the method of action. The 
Injunction, which h^s, in its middle, the perception of the various 
subsidiaries, their uses and results, has for its beginning the Procedure ; 
and hence the Teaciiers speak of it as ‘ Yidhyddi * (Beginning of Injunc- 
tion). 

In this Context, we have recourse to connecting, over again, for the 
sake of another purpose, sentences that have had their purpose served by 
means of the words contained in them ; and this is what distinguishes 
it from Syntactical Connection. As Syntactical Connection does not 
operate, for the slightest purpose, in disjoined parts, the purpose 
is served only by connecting them together in a definite relationship. 

As for the difference of Context from Order, we shall explain it 
presently. 

Por^these reasons, it must be admitted that Context is a distinct 
means of knowledge. 

Question : “ What %8 the example of this ? Whatever example you 
‘ will bring forward, I shall show it to fall under Syntactical Connection.** 

The Siddh/inti cites the case of the Suktavdka, — being fully conscious 
the fact that the Brahma^ and the Mantra, serving the distinct func- 
tions of enjoining and recalling (something connected with the perform- 
^Doe) respeotiTcly, can never be eyntactically connected, 

I" regard to this SaktavSka, there arises J;his question: The 

162 ’ 
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Indicative Power having extracted the words expressive of the Deities 
(from the sentences dealing With the Darpa, and connected it with the 
Piirn(ima8a)f should the accessories also of these be extracted along with 
them P Or should the former words be used without these latter? 
Ill reply to this, the Context shows that all the aceessories should be 
used in connection with both (the Darina and the Purnamaaa), As for 
Indicative Power, that is common to both ; because the Singular and the 
Dual n limbers (met with in the SUktavfika) are present in both. 

Objection : The words expressive of the Deities (of the Purnamasa) 

“ being fully taken up with their own accessories, there can be no room 
“ for any other accessories/’ 

Beply : True ; but that does not remove the contradiction between 
Syntactical Connection and Context. Firstly, because by Context it 
would st'em that we could make use of the accessories even without the 
Deity ; while Syntactical Connection points to the use of only such as 
have not been deprived of the Deity; and inasmuch as the latter is 
posse.ssed of the superior authority, it is the latter alternative that is 
accepted in actual usage. Secondly^ Context shows that it should be u.sed 
several times ; while Syntactical Connection shows that it is to be used 
only once, in aci^ordance wuth the word expressive of the Deity ; and this 
constitutes a contradiction (between Context and Syntactical Connection). 
Thirdly^ Syntactical Connection is the stronger of ,j;he five because its 
connections are fully established. While in the case of Context we 
employ the accessory in accordance with its declaration in the scriptures, 
after we have inferred the connection between the subject-matter of the 
Context and the mention of the Procedure— in the form that ‘ one should 
perform the sacrifice in such and such a way ’ ; and then again, there is 
the assumption of a further relationship (of the PUrnam/lsa) with such 
words expressive of the Deities as have not their accessories fully defined. 
This constitutes a remoteness, in the case of Context, from the real 
objective in view ; and hence the Context is set aside by the aforesaid 
Syntactical Connection, 

Thus then it must be admitted either that the extraction of the 
accessories of words expressive of Deities is always necessary, and not 
optional, or that they should not be used at all. 

Question: ** What is the example of conflict between Order and Con- 
“ text f The sense of the question is that, there being no possibility 
of an example of the conflict of that Order which obnaists of the 
relationship between two sets of things,— while that, which 
is mentioned either before or after a certain thing, being subject to the 
“authority of the SubrContext consisting of Proximity,— -we are perfectly 
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<< sure of there being no example ; and hence we do not put forward our 
‘‘ ignorance or doubt (with regard to the example in question).*^ 

In reply to this, the Bhftshya puts forward an example, with a view 
to the fact tliat we can easily refute the fact of the case cited being 
amenable to the authority of a Sub-Context. The example is this : In the 
Context of the Eajasuya^ we find laid down, that ‘ after the AhhtshBcaniyay 
one should recite the ^aunah^Bpha,* ‘he conquers the Kshattriya,’ ‘he 
gambles with the PrasMhauhi (excellent cow),* ‘ ho is bathed,* and so forth* 
There is no doubt, or diiierence of opinion, as to all these actions being sub- 
sidiaries (to another action) ; consequently all that we have got to consider, 
in connection with these, is the exact relationship of these subsidiaries to 
a particular Primary action ; the question being — (1) Do these accessories 
belong to the complete Bajasilya, or to the AbhisJiecaniya sacrifice only ? 
(2) Is there an option in this matter? — the third alternative, that of the 
accessories belonging to both conjointly, not being possible in this case 
(as the AhhuhBcaniya also is an accessory of the TLajasuya). And these 
questions can be answered only by ascertaining which of the two, Context 
as Order, is poasessed of the superior authority. 

Objection : “ Inasmuch as the AhlvishBcamya is pointed out by the 

Sub-Context, it would certainly set aside the larger Context of the 
Bajastiya,*^ 

Reply : This does not affect the case in question ; because wc could 
have a sub-context (of the AhhishBcautya) only if the actions in question 
were mentioned before all the requirements of the Ahhishecantya had been 
supplied. As it is however, that has had all its needs supplied, prior to 
the mention of the Gamhlingt etc., by means of the details mentioned in 
connection with the Primary sacrifice. And even though all these actions 
are mentioned in close proximity to the AhhishBcaniya^ yet this sacrifice 
steps over them and looks to the Primary sacrifice for the supplying of 
its needs ; because the usefulness of these actions in question has not 
yet been established. And when the Primary sacrifice has supplied 
that sacrifice with proper aids, the Context of that sacrifice ceases 
then and there; and it could be raked up again only if, without it, 
the actions mentioned in close proximity with it were useless. But 
that would make it tantamount to Order, And as a matter of fact 
while the AhhishBcamya, which has had all its needs supplied, rakes up a 
further need, -—the directly perceptible Procedure of the Bajasfiya 
establishes the use to which the actions are to be put ; specially as the 
Procedure of the BUfasuyaj extending from the Pavitra down to the 
Bolding of the kekattra^ oan very well take in the Oatnhltng, etc. Conse- 
quently, in the case in question, there can be no Sub-Context of the 
^^biihBc-anlya, 
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In the case of that modificatory sacrifice in which, after certain 
accessories of the original Primary sacrifice have been mentioned, there 
are certain accessories of the modificatory sacrifice mentioned either 
before or after the former, — in such cases, inasmuch as these latter 
accessories are mentioned in the midst of those that are included in the 
Procedure of that sacrifice, we recognize the fact of their having* been 
mentioned in the Context of that sacrifice. There is no such thing, 
however, in the case in question ; consequently we must accept it to be 
a case of the operation of Order, 

Says the BhSshya : SannidhdvUntnatSna paripur^nSpi avakalpBta Bka- 
vakyatvam — this with reference to the completing of the meaning of the 
sentence (the sense being that the assumption of Syntactical Connection is 
much easier in the case of Context than in that of Order). 

Again, says the Bhashya : Anekasyamnayamdnasya sannidhivtgBshdm^ 
ndnamatram hi kramah. (Order consists only of tlie declaration of the 
proximity of the several things that are spoken of.) The sense of this is 
that in the case of Order, the proximity of something is a necessary 
concomitant. That is to say, that which is spoken of as serving the 
purpose of mjiny things, cannot possibly be in close proximity with all 
the pi inoipals concerned ; and hence it is only necessary for it to be in 
close proximity with any one of these. There is no need of any such 
necessary concomitant in the case of Context. Consequently whenever 
Context and Order both start on a common errand, the Context is quicker 
in getting at its corroborative Direct Declaration ; and as such it is the 
stronger of the two. 

Question : What is the example of conflict between Order and 

Name?"' This question emanates from one labouring under the mis- 
conception that, “ inasmuch as the Name applies to its object in its literal 
signification, it is as operative in its indication of the relationship as 
Direct Declaration itself ; and as such it is very much stronger than 
Order.” 

Answer ; We find that the name ‘ Paurodligika ' applies to the whole 
section of the Darga-PUrnamdsa, And there we find the mantra ‘ gundha* 
dhvam,' mentioned in the Position (or Order) of the purification of the 
Sdnndyya-vessel, The Context and Indicative Power indicate that the 
mantra is to bo used in the purification of the vessels connected with the 
Darga-pur^amdsa in general ; and then there arises the question as to the 
particular vessel that is to be purified, the question being — ‘Is the 
mantra to be employed in the purification of the PurodSga-vesselj as 
indicated by the Name ‘ Paaroda9ika,* or, in that of the SHnnHyya-vessel 
as indicated by Order P ’ 

And on this question, the Purvapaksha is that — “Inasmuch as 
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*Hhe Order bas been often found to be set aside, and as it does not 
“ express any relationship, — it must be taken to be rejected by the Name, 
which has never been found to have been set aside, and which indicates 
a distinct relationship.*' 

In reply to this, we have the following Siddhauta : It is the Name 
that is set aside, on account of its being further removed from its 
objective. That is to say, in Order we find a common element, in the 
shape of position, which belongs wholly to the Veda, — while in the case 
of Name, the common element has got to be assumed, and hence is 
remoter. 

Question : “ What do you mean hy the ‘ remoteness ’ from the objective P 

** That is to say, no such is possible in the case of Name, which denotes 
“ that factor of the relationship which has the idea of that relationship 
“ included within itself.** 

Afistver : The Syntactical Oonnection with something having been 
cognized by means of Context^ that which happens to be mentioned in proxi- 
mity to it leads to the assumption of a requirement and to that of Syntactical 
Oonnection^ — a case wherein we have the use pointed out by Order, not 
contradictory to Context, but co!itiary only to the Name. 

Objection ; ** How is it that in the case you speak of, the Context 
“ is not contradicted, — when we find this latter pointing to the fact of the 
mantra pertaining to all the vessels, and yet, on the strength of Order, 
“ we take it as pertaining only to the S&nndyya vessel ? ” 

Reply : This does not affect the situation ; because if the use pointed 
out by Order, and accepted by us, pertained to something not included in 
the Context, then alone could there have been a contradiction of this 
latter. As a matter of fact, liowever, we find that all that the Context 
indicate.s is that the mantra pertains to the cleaning of any one of the 
vessels used at the Darga-pUrnam^sa sacrifice ; and hence when we come to 
consider the question as to which particular vessel it pertains to, we find 
the Order alone operating (towards the pointing out of the Sannayya 
vessel) ; and this involves no contradiction of the previously-operating 
Context. 

Objection : “ Inasmuch as the Context indicates the fact of the mantra 
** applying to all the vessels, the disjoining of the mantra from a single 
“ one of them would certainly involve a contradiction of the Context (to 
“ say nothing of the case when you disjoin it from all of them with the 
“single exception of the SdnndyyH vessel).** 

Reply : As a matter of fact, the Context does not necessarily indicate 
the fact of the mantra applying to all the vessels ; because the mantra 
lias its requirements fulfilled by being related to a single one of the 
Yessels ; and as for the other vessels spoken of in the Context, they could 
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have their purposes equally served by other mantras. In the case in 
question, what is accomplished, pnor to the operation of the Order, is the 
Direct Declaration, laying down the use of the mantra^ in general terms. 
And wliile a distinct Direct Declaration would be assumed with regard to 
each of the vessels, the aforesaid Order also will have assumed its own 
corroborative Direct Declaration; and this would swallow up the Direct 
Declaration indicated by the Context. 

On the other hand, the Name operating in a way reverse to the Order, 
is contradicted by it ; and being remote from its objective is weaker in 
authority. Then ngain, as a matter of fact all relationship is brought 
about by a certain intermediate commonality ; and between the mantra 
in question and the Purodfiga, we do not find any such commonality, 
shown by the Veda; as there is that of position between the mantra and 
the Sdnnayiia. 

The Name is a word of ordinary parlance. Though this view has been 
set aside in the Adhikarana on the Bhahshdnuvaka^ yet it is brought forth 
here only with a view to show that the Name is very much removed from 
the relationship declared by the Veda. 

The opponent believes the above to be an utter annihilation of the 
Name from its very root,— exactly like the refutation of Indicative 
Power ; and declares thus : If it he so, then, [in such cases as the one 

“ under consideration, we miyht accept the use as skown^ by Order ; hut the 
“ Order cannot he believed to he stronyer (than Name), on the ground of the 
fact of the Name being very remote from its objective ; as what we are 
comparing are two authoritative means of knowledge; while in the way 
“ shown above, Name entirely ceases to be such a means, etc,, etc.].” 

The Siddhanti brings forth the same reply that had been given 
previously, in connection with the Bhakshdnnvaka : Not so, etc. That is 
to say, if the relationship of the Accessory and the Primary were based 
upon the cognitions of man, then alone could Name cease to be an autho- 
ritative means of knowledge; as a matter of fact, we hold that relation- 
ship to be wholly Vedic. 

The sense of this is that it is the Name ‘ Paurodt^gika' which, not 
being found in the mantra or in the Brdhmana, is not Vedic ; but this 
cannot be said of the relationship, under consideration, of the Accessory 
and the Primary ; this relationship is quite authoritative ; because even 
though the word (‘ Paurod&gika ’) is not Vedic, yet the relationship that 
it denotes is eternal, and it has for its basis an actual Smrti-text, Then 
again, that the word * Pauroddgika ' denotes the relationship is not some- 
thing transcending the senses ; as it is as directly perceptible, as the tree f.i*» 
to persons making use of the word ; and it is quite possible that each man 
might be using the word, after having heard it used by some other person. 
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This is Yriiat is shown by the Bh&shya in the sentence — man is a com- 
petent auihonty on such points^ as that ‘ the mantra is mentioned in the position 
or order of the sdnndyya^* ‘ it occurs in such and such a Ootitext,* * there is 
such and such a Syntactical Connection,' ‘ this word is Vedic,* and so forth. 
That is to say, as a matter of fact, we find that, in all cases the action of 
one man depends upon what he has seen in other men ; and then we do 
not find the Veda making any such declarations as that, ‘ this subject is 
mentioned in the same place with that subject,* ‘ this occurs in such a 
Context,’ ‘ these words are near one another * or ‘ that they are related 
to one another,* etc. It is only when men are repeating tiie Veda, that we 
come to notice these things. Those men again must have noticed them 
while some other man had been repeating them ; and so on and on, such 
noticing would be eternal; and, not being like the case of the blind fol- 
lo>ying the blind, it would bo authoritu ti vo also. Otherwise, from the 
view of the Veda alone, the Context or the Non-Context would be both 
equally devoid of authority. Then, iuaarnuoh as the above facts are 
noticed by many men, there can be no suspicion of their being faulty on 
account of certain discrepancies in the perceptive faculty of any one man. 

Thus then, it is clear that due authority attaches to the Name, as a 
means of knowledge ; hut though it is so in certain places, yet it is sot 
aside whenever it is found to be more removed fr(mi its objective (than 
some other means pf knowledge). And this setting aside of it we have 
explained above in the course of the explanation of the sutra. 

Thus then, among Direct Declaration and the rest, as put forth in 
tile BhSshya, Direct Declaration always sets aside others, while Name is 
always set aside by others, and the others set aside by, and are set aside 
by others. 


The Bhashya next proceeds to show, through an objection, the form 
of that which is set aside. 

Question : “ In a case of conflict between any two of these, when it 

“ is said that one is set aside by the other,— *e.g. the Indicative Power by 
“Direct Declaration, Syntactical Connection by Indicative Power, etc., 
etc.— -that which is set aside, is it one that has been duly accomplished, 
“ or not ? If it has not been accomplished, then, there is no ‘ collision * 
“or ‘conflict’ ; and then, what would be there that could be set aside? 
“If, for the sake of the ‘collision,’ it be held tliat what is set aside is 
“ that which is accomplished, — then, inasmuch as the objective of both 
will have been equally accomplished, they would be equally authori- 
tative; and as such there could be no validity in the Ejection under 
“consideration.” 

The reply to this, as given by the BhAshya^^je as follows; That 
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which is pointed out being found to be amenable to the Means rejecting 
(as well as to that rejected), on account of the cause (of giving rise to 
cognitions) being common to both, — the cognition brought about by the 
latter is declared to bo ‘ false,* by the rejecting means which is possessed 
of greater authority. That is to say, we find that the cognitions of the 
mirage, etc. though appearing in a fully accomplished form, are rejected 
by being subsequently shown to be false ; and being disjoined from such 
results, as acceptance, rejection and the like, they come to be known as 
“rejected” or “set aside.** In the same manner, the cognition produced 
by the Indicative Power, though appearing in an accomplished form, is 
separated, by the contrary cognition produced by Direct Declaration, from 
the result in the shape of performance^ and is set aside. 

But this explanation is scarcely tenable. Because, in the first place, 
inasmuch as the way in which one sets aside the other has been already 
shown above, the question itself is not possible (to the point); and 
secondly, when, as a matter of fact, it has been actually found that what 
is set aside is not fully accomplished, — the answer, that the setting aside 
is of that which has been accomplished, is scarcely the proper one. 

That is to say, a question can be rightly put only with regard to that 
which has not been already explained. As for the Indicative Power, etc. 
it has already been explained that they are set aside, by reason of their 
not bringing about the assumption of the corroborative Direct Declaration 
on account of their remoteness from their objective; consequently no 
question can be rightly put as to the way in which these are set aside. 
If, however, such a question be put (however unreasonably), then, the 
answer that is given should not be one that is incompatible with the 
Siddhdnia view in general. And in the case in question we find that, 
inasmuch as Indicative Power, etc. have been shown to be set aside on 
account of their not succeeding in bringing about the assumption of the 
corroborative Direct Declarations (an<i thus not attaining their fully- 
equipped forms), — the setting aside is clearly of something that has not 
been accomplished. And this conclusion, once arrived at, would be set 
aside, without reason, by propounding, in answer to the above question, 
that Indicative Power, etc, are set aside in their accomplished forms. 

It has been declared that the matter in question is amenable to' both, 
because of the existence of the common cause. But as a matter of fact, 
Indicative Power and the rest do not, by themselves, possess the direct 
capability of bringing about a correct cognition; nor is this capability 
possible when there does not exist a Direct Declaration giving rise to that 
cognition; consequently, it is only through the assumption of the corrobo- 
rative Direct Declaration, that Indicative Power, eto. can be said to be 
fully accomplished and operative (towards the bringing about of the 
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correct cognition) ; consequently when the inferred Direct Declaration has 
been brought about, there can be no difference between such a Direct 
Declaration and one that is directly perceptible ; and lienee both (Indica- 
tive Power and Direct Declaration) would come to bo equally authori- 
tative. 

Or ag^in, if the rejection of Indicative Power, etc. be meant to be in 
the form of declaring the falsity of the cognitions brought about by them, 
—as this could be possible only when there would bo a contradiction, — the 
process of rejection would be quite the reverse of what has actually been 
shown to be the case. For instance, as a matter of fact, the previous 
cognition (due to Direct Declaration f.i.) is brought about without having 
set aside tlie subsequent one (duo to Indicative Power, etc.) for the 
simple reason that this latter has not yet appeared; while the latter 
cognition is never fully brought about without setting aside the ferrmer 
cognition to the contrary. 

That is to say. Direct Declaration being quicker in its operation, is 
the foremost to function towards the bringing about of a cognition ; and 
it is after this that Indicative Power and the rest begin to operate. 
Consequently, if, for the sake of establishing the fact of the ’Rejection in 
question being that of something fully accomplished,— the Indicative 
Power, though operating subsequently, were to lead to the inference of 
the corroborative Direct Declaration, ■♦—then, inasmuch as this latter 
Declaration could not obtain a footing, without having set aside the 
previous contrary Direct Declaration bearing upon the same subject, the 
inferred Declaration would, in the very act of appearing, reject the 
cognition brought about by the previous Declaration as being false, — just 
Uke the cognition of the mirage and the like. 

For these reasons, the portion of the Bhashya under consideration 
cannot be explaim^, in a way compatible with what has been previously 
established, with regard to Direct Declaration and the rest. 


Even though the passages under consideration, appearing in the 
Bheishya at the conclusion of the Adhikarana, would appear to be referring 
to the subject-matter of the Adhikarana ^ — yet we proceed to explain them 
by taking them apart from the place in which they are actually found, as 
indicated by their inherent capability; just as is the case with the 
'fnantras to be addressed to Pushan (which are used in a place other than 
that in which they are mentioned in the Veda). 

Inasmuch ns the way in which one Means of knowledge sets aside the 
Other has already been explained above, the sentence * athd yattatra etc* 
cannot possibly refer to the Rejection by Direct Declaration, etc. In fact 
163 
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the matter of Rejection must have brought to the mind of the Author all 
the different kinds of Rejection that are met with in the course of a 
treatment of the scriptures. And the idea present in the mind of the 
questioner, putting the question as formulated in the Bhashja, is that the 
character of these Rejections is not exactly similar to that which we have 
been dealing with in connection with Direct Declaration, etc. ; and yet it 
is necessary that the method of all Rejections should bo alike ; and hence 
the question comes to be this : — Is the method of those Rejections like that 
which has been shown to belong to the Rejections in (fonnection with 
Direct Declaration, or the methods of these latter are like that of tliose 
others ? Tlien, inasmuch as the method of the Rejections in connection 
with Direct Declaration, etc. has just been explained, there would be no 
use in bringing forward a question with regard to them ; consequently 
the question ‘ atht yattatra tatra^ etc.* must bo taken as referring to the 
Rejections other than those pertaining to Direct Declaration, etc. 

As examples of such other Rejections, we have the following;— (1) 
That of Inference by Sense-perception ; (2) that of the cognition of the 
mirage, and such other cognitions as are given rise to by mere semblances 
of the six means of knowledge, by those brought about by the real 
means of knowledge; (3) that of the Smrti by the ^ruti; (4s) that 
of the SmrHs emanating from untnistworthy and disreputable sources, by 
those proceeding from trustworthy and otherwise good sources ; (5) that 
of the Smrti serving a visible purpose by that which serves a transcen- 
dental purpose ; (6) that of the Smrti originating from Indicative Power 
or Valedictory Passages by that based directly on the Qruti; (7) that of 
usage by the Smrti \ (8) that of one usage by another of more leanied 
people; (9) that of the Doubtful by the Certain; (10) that of the weak 
by the strong ; (11 ) that of what occurs in the Conclusion by what occurs 
in the beginning ; (12) that of that which, serves an absolutely transcen- 
dental purpose by that which serves a transcendental purpose by mei’e 
restriction ; (13) that of the remote auxiliary by one that is more closely 
related ; (14) that of the Injuncton of several things by the Injunction of 
one thing; (15) that of that which is expressed by many words by that 
which is expressed by one word ; (16) that of that which involves the 
rejection of many things by that which involves that of fewer things ; (17) 
that of what is laid down in another Veda by that which is enjoined in 
the same Veda; (18) that what is enjoined in a different Rescensional 
text by that laid down in the same Text; (19) that of the necessary by 
the occasional ; (20) that of the necessary and occasional actions meant 
to serve a purpose useful to the sacrifice, by those meant to serve the 
desirable end of man ; (21) that of that which is mentioned apart by itself, 
by that which occurs Jn the same context; (22) that of the preceding 
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by the following, wlien the two are contradictory ; (23) that of that which 
pertains to the Original sacrifice by that which pertains to the modifica- 
tion (in tlie performance of the latter) ; (24) that of that which is based 
upon a supposed sentence recapitulating the Actions with its accessories, 
by that which is based upon the Injunctive sentence ; (25) that of the 
useless by the useful; (26) that of the Brdhmana^ordQV by the 
order ; (27) that of that which is based upon the Deity by that which is 
based upon the Substance; (28) that of that which is mentioned 
subsequently by that which has been previously mentioned; (29) that of 
the small by the gi*eat; (30) that of the secondary by the primary; 
(31) that of that which is laid down in general terms by that which 
is specifically enjoined ; (32) that of that which has other uses by that 
which is otherwise useless ; (33) that of the Subsidiary by the Primary ; 
and (34) that of the properties of the Subsidiary by those of the Priiiiavy. 

And with regard to these, there arises the following question : “ In 
“ all these cases, is the rejection of something that has been accomplished, 
“ or is it that of the unaccomplished, as in the case of Direct Declaration, 
“etc.? If, as in the case of these latter, so the case of the i*ejectiou of 
“ tlie implied by the enjoined were one of something not accomplished, 
“ then in this latter case, it would be necessary to admit the total absence 
“ of the scriptural text laying down the application in question ; just as in 
“ the case of the Indicative Power, etc. we admit the non-existence of any 
“ Direct Declaration bearing upon the point. In that case, inasmuch as 
“ the text laying down the use could be one only, it would be necessary 
“ to admit its non-existence in other cases also, exactly as in the case 
“ of contradiction ; and thereby the rejection of that which is implied 
“would be universal. If, on the other hand, we were to admit its 
“ existence, in the case of non-contradiction, then its existence would have 
“ to be admitted in other cases also ; and in that case it would bo equal in 
“authority to that which is directly enjoined (which would be an 
“absurdity). 

“And further, inasmuch as the generic texts could not obtain a 
“ footing, unless they set aside the specific scriptural texts, if we were to 
“admit the authority of such texts, the process of rejection would be 
“reversed (i.e. the generic would set aside the specific). Specially the 
“ same text cannot reasonably be accepted as existing, with reference to 
“ one thing, and non^xisting with reference to another. Consequently, 
“in the case of such generic and specific declarations as, — ‘give curd to 
“the Brahmauias, and tahra to the Kaundinyas,’ ‘ the modification of a 
“ sacrifice is to be done in the manner of the original,’ ‘ the grass used 
“ should be that of the poro,’— inasmuch as there could not be distinct 
“ texts for each individual Brahma^a, or each subsidiary sacrifice, the 
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“ text must be admitted to be one only. And if, in view of the ^ara 
‘*and the takra, it be held that there is no text relating to the ku^a 
“and the KaumUny a, —then there could be no text applying to the 
“ Prayfljas and the Mfiihara Brdhmana respectively. If however there he 
“ a text relating to these latter, then there must be one relating to the 
“ kuga and the Kaundinya also. The assertion that it does not exist in 
“reference to the latter, while it does with reference to other things, 
“ would involve a self-contradiction, striking at the very authority of the 
“ text. Nor is there, in this case, a difference of comprehenders, whereby 
“ tlie seeming contradiction could be explained as being due to its being 
“ comprehended by one and not comprehended by another. And^ inas- 
“ much as the text is comprehended but once, there can be no cognition of 
“ any difference in it, whereby the existence admitted would be of one, 
“ while the non-existence would be of another. This might have been 
“possible if the denotation of words consisted of the Individual; as, how- 
“ ever, it consists of the Oluss^—in the case of the Implication of certain 
“ operations relative to the sacrifice, -^-the object being one only, at one and 
“ the same time, there could be only one operative scriptural text. 

“ The same line of arguments would set aside the case of a Rejection 
“in the form of total removal] because, inasmuch as the words Br&hnane- 
“ hhyah * and ‘ Frahrlivat ’ (in the sentences quoted above) have exactly 
“ the same grounds (for applying to every Bralimana and every subsidiary 
“ sacrifice respectively), there is no possibility of leaving out any of them; 
“ as will be shown, by means of question and answer, in Siiiras III — vi — 3, 
“and III — vi — 5. That is to say, in the case of sentences emanating 
“ fiom human sources, — as the sense imparted to the words used resides in 
“ the heart of the speaker, it would be possible for him to make the 
“ arbitrary declaration—* 1 made this assertion, but I did not mean it to 
** apply to such and such cases,’ — even though the words used do not 
“ imply anything of this exception. But even this arbitrary exception is 
“ not possible in the case of a Yedic sentence. Because in the case of 
“ the Veda, we do not deduce specific declarations from general statements, 
“ whereby we could take the generic statement as acting merely as the 
“ source of the specific deduction, with reference to which the seeming 
“ contradiction of simultaneous existence and non-existence could be easily 
“ explained. 

“For these reasons, inasmuch as it is necessary for all B^ections 
“ to be of one uniform character, all the Rejections enumerated above could 
“ not be of the same form as that which is desired (as belonging to the 
“ case of Direct Declaration etc.). 

“ Then if it be held that the Rejections are of those that are aeconi* 
flished entities,— these latter being rejected by being shown to be false» 
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•'-and that, in this way, there would be no such self-contradiction as that 
“shown above,'— then with regard to Direct Assertion, etc. also, the 
“ Rejection must be admitted to be of that which is accomplished. But 
“wifch regard to these, tlie case has been shown to be quite the contrary. 
“ Consequently, there can be no uniformity in the methods of all Rejec- 
“ tions/’ 

To the above we make the following reply: — It is by no means 
necessary that all Rejections should be of one uniform cliaracfcer ; specially 
as there is no incongruity in their diversity, which is supported by authori- 
tative evidence. 

That is to say, just as in the case of Rejections explained before, 
there was no uniformity of character,— so, in the same manner, even if 
we admit of a diversity in their character, there is no incongruity in it. 

Tims then, we conclude that in the case of Direct Declaration etc., 
the rejection is one of something that has not been accomplished, as has 
been explained before ; and there is nothing incongruous in that ; as we 
do not admit of more than one accomplishment with regard to any one 
thing. As for the other rejections, resembling these, — e.g, those of the 
Smrti etc., — which also are due to the remoteness of the objective, — these 
should be taken as explained by the explanation of those relating to the 
Direct Declaration, etc., as is implied by the mention of ‘ h^tusdmarthya ’ 
(the poteucy of the^oausal agency). But as for the Rejections that have 
been enumerated above — viz.: those of the false means of knowledge by the 
true one, of the necessary by the occasional, etc., etc.,—- it has been 
declared that ‘ it is the accomplished that is rejected.' 

Question : “ is that ? ” This question emanates from one who 
has been bewildered by tlie said dissimilarity from Direct Declaration 
etc. 

Answer ; Because of the existence of the common cause. This fact, of the 
commonality of cause being the reason for believing the rejection to be 
one of something that has been accomplished, has been explained above, 
m connection with the words ‘ BrUhmana ’ and ‘ Prakrtivat.' 

It has been argued that “ there can be no rejection of that cognition 
which has been accomplished, because no non-appearance, destruction, or 
‘'cessation of residual effects is possible for such a cognition.” And in reply 
this it is pointed out that we do not mean that the cognition is wholly 
set aside ; all that we mean is that it is superseded by another cognition^, 
which is to the effect that the previous cognition was a mistaken one. That 
18 to say, what happens in such cases, is that on finding a subsequent scrip- 
tural text to be otherwise inexplicable (i.e. irreconcilable with the cognition 
^^mplished), one comes to the conclusion that this cognition that he 

obtained had been a mistaken one, brought about on account of his 
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intellect having been led away by a false similarity, — just as in the case 
of the mirage etc. Consequently, when we come to the case of the 
Praydjas and the M&fhara-BrUhmana, though we may have the ideas of 
the huga and Kaundinya respectively appearing, yet they are believed to 
bo mistaken ; and from this it is concluded that on account of the cognl- 
tion being devoid of its legitimate result (in the shape of the carrying of 
it into practice), it is the cognized idea, or text, that is rejected in all such 
cases. 

Question: “ What, then, is the form of Urue knowledge'^ That is to 
**say, if the cognitions that actually appear come to be set aside in the 
manner shown above, then, how could we have confidence in any cogni- 
“ tion at all ? 

Reply: When we find that however much we may look for it, we do 
not perceive any cognition setting aside the cognition that we have 
obtained (then we conclnde that that cognition is a true one). Though, on 
a former occasion (in the Qlokavdrtika) we have spoken of the ‘recog- 
nition of discrepancies in the source of the cognition,’ as the second reason 
for the falsity of that cognition, — yet that was with reference to ordinary 
human assertions; and hence, not pertaining to Yedic sentences; this 
fact has been brought out on the present occasion. 

Having thus dealt with the side question, the Bhdshya sums up the 
Adhikarana, and proceeds with the next. r 



ADHIKA.RA 15 IA (8). 

[The ‘ Twelve JTpasads * pertain to the Ahina,’] 

Sutra (IS) : ** On account of the Context* the word * ahina * should 
**be takenina sense indicated by the presence of a certain 
** qualification.” 

Question : ** Ail that had been laid down at the beginning of the 
“ Adhyitya as its subject-matter, having been fully dealt with, what more 
“ of it is left to be treated of, that the fourth Adhyaya is not now taken up 
forthwith ? *’ 

Answer : We now proceed to consrdop in what specific cases wo have 
the conflict of Direct Declaration and the rest, that have been duly differ- 
entiated and explained in the foregoing Adhikarana, 

And first of all we are going to deal with the cases of the conflict 
and non-conflict of Context by Direct Declaration, Indicative Power and 
Syntactical Connection. 

In the context of the Jyotishtoma we find the sentence — ‘ There are 
to be three upasads for the Qahna and twelve for the Ahina.' And in this 
the word ^sGhna,' meaning ‘ that which is finished in a day,* refers to the 
Jyotishtoma^ with regard to which we have the declaration — ‘ They finish 
it within a day ’ ; consequently it follows that the Jyotishtoma has three 
'iipasads. Then as regards the clause ‘twelve for the Ahina,* there arises 
the question as to whether ‘ twelve upasads ’ also belong to the 

a, or only to the Ahina sacrifices, the DvUdag^ha (Twelve-Day sacrifice) 
and the rest ? 

If the name ‘ Ahina * could, in some way or othor, be found to be 
applicable to the Jyotishtoma, then, in view of the compatibility of the 
Context, the ‘twelve upasads' would certainly be taken as finding a place 
in that sacrifice. If, on the other hand, the name ‘ Ahina ' belonged to 
*ho8e sacrifices that extend over a number of days, then, inasmuch as the 
‘twelve upasads* would be connected with the Direct Declaration 
(* twelve^upasads for the Ahina'), they could not be taken up by the 
Context, which takes up only that which is not related to Direct Declara- 
tion (Vide Sflira III— iii — 11), [and consequently the ‘twelve upasads* 
^ould belong to those sacrifices that last for many days, and not to the 
one-day JyotxsMoma ] ; and thus the sentence in question presents a case of 
Ihe conflict between Direct Declaration and Context. 

And on the above question, we have the followixig 
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“ The continuity of the Siddhdnta having been broken by the word 
(in the sUtra)^ we declare that, from the Context it is clear that the 
“ ‘twelve upasads * belong to the Jyotishtoma, Nor does this involve a 
“ contradiction of Direct Declaration; because the same Context shows that 
“ the name ‘ Ahhia ’ applies to the Jxjotishtoma (and not to any other sacri- 
“ fices), [and as such, the Direct Declaration also lends its support to the 
“ connection of the ‘ twelve upasads,’ with the Jyotishtoma^, And further, 
“ the word ‘ AAttia,’ by itself also, when taken as a negative compound, is 
“found to be literally applicable to the Jyotishtoma. [‘ -A Aiwa ’= that 

“which is not devoid of any accessories, or that which is not totally 
“ neglected by any sacrifice ; and these two qualifications reside in the 
“ Jyotishtoma only.] 

“ Though in reality, the word^ A1ima=^ahan’\‘ kha=^ group of sacrifices^ 
“ —and as such it denotes the sacrifices extending over a number of days, — 
“ yet, in order to reconcile it with the Context, we should take it as synony- 
“mous with.^ Jyotishtomat^ on the ground of this latter having the quali- 
“ficatioftof ^ ahUni' (non-deficiency and non-abandonment). That is to 
say, inasmuch as the Jyotishtoma has all its details minutely laid down, 
“ and it serves as the archetype of all sacrifices, it is in no way deficient (na 
“ hiyatB) ; nor is it abandoned {na hiyatB) by any sacrifice (i.e. there is no 
“ sacrifice of which it does not serve as the archetype). 

“ The Bhttshya has explained the word ‘ ahvia,' (in its application to 
ihe Jyotishtoma) as ‘that which is not liable to any retrenchment (na — 
“ hiyate) as regards dither the sacrificial gifts, or the accessory details of 
“ the sacrifice.’ 

“ But this is not quite relevant ; because the word does not contain 
“ anything to denote the ‘ sacrificial gift ’ or the ‘ accessory details’ ; and 
“ if we were to interpret a word just as we wished (without any considera- 
“ tion of what it actually denotes), then, there would be no fixity as to tlio 
“ denotations of a word. Even granting, for the sake of argument, that 
“ the word really denotes what the JBhnshya has said, — we find that as a 
“ matter of fact, the ‘ gifts * given at the Jyotishtoma are very much less 
“ (‘ hinii') than those given at several other sacrifices, where gifts are com- 
“ puted by the thousand ; and also that the procedure of the Jyotishtoma 
“ is much inferior (‘ Aiwa ’), in the point of ‘ accessory details,’ to the Pro- 
“cedures of its modifications, the Ukhthya and the rest, (and as such the 
“ word ‘ AAiwa ’ in the sense given to it by the Bhaahya^ could not apply 
“ to the Jyotishtoma). 

“ For these reasons we conclude that the name ‘ aAtwa ’ signifies ‘that 
“which does not abandon {na jdkHti) any sacrifice, in supplying the details 
“ of the performance’ |nd ‘ that which is not abandoned {na hiyatB) by any 
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“gacrifice (for all of which it serves as the original fountain-head)*; — 
^‘and inasmuch as it is the JyoHsKfoma alone that is possessed of these 
•‘qualifications (and fulfils these conditions), and as the Context too be- 
“ longs to the Jyotishtoma, it must be this to which the ‘twelve upasads* 
“belong. 

‘‘The word ^ gaunah' in the sutm must be taken as signifying ‘ that 
“ pointed out by the qualification,’ and not in the ordinary sense of the 
“indirect, secondary signification.” 

SIDDHANTA. 

HUtra ( 16 ): Inasmach as the principal {Jyottshtoma) is not 
connected {with ‘ Ahtna% i% should be disjoined from that. 

By the word ‘ mukhya * (‘ Principal') in the sUtra is meant the Jyotish^ 
fomsLy because it is the first to be performed ; and, as a matter of fact, 
this has no connection wliatsoever with the word ^Ahina>' And inas- 
much as the JyoHshtoma has no connection with this name, the number 
(^Twelve*) that is found mentioned in connection with that name could 
not be taken as belonging to that sacrifice, merely because of the Context ; 
consequently it must be taken (and used) apart from that. Specially 
as we find that the number ‘Twelve' is connected with the Ahlna^ by 
means of the Direct^ Declaration of the genitive (in ^ ahlnanya) ; and as 
for the word ^ akina * what it literally signifies is a number of days^ while 
the Jyotishfoma is a distinct Stthna, — being finished in a single day. 

It has been argued above that the word ‘ ahina ’ would apply to the 
Jyotishtoma, through the presence of certain qualifications in that sacrifice ; 
and we now proceed to refute every alternative that is possible, in connec- 
tion with this theory. 

( 1 ) If the word ‘ ganna ’ be taken in the sense of iyidirect secondary 
signification, then that could not justify the abandoning of the direct 
signification^ on the mere strength of the Context. Nor does the sentence 
in question servo the purposes of an ArthavCtda^ in which case even the 
one-day sacrifice could be taken as befng eulogised by being indirectly 
J^pokeu of as one extending over many days. Then again, as a matter of 
fact, it is not that there is no other word applicable (more directly) to the 
»fyotuhtoma ; and as such we could not be justified in taking all this 
trouble of interpreting the word indirectly, and thereby making it appli- 
cable to that sacrifice, — in the same way as the word ‘ simha * is made to 
indicate the presence of the qualities of the lion. Consequently the 
taking of the word in its indirect secondary sense is not admissible. 

(2) Nor can the word be rightly made literally applicable to the 
jyotishtoma, by being explained as a negative compound. Because any 

154 * 
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sttoh literal application is set aside by the meaning known to be convoyed 
by the word as a whole. Then again^ as a matter of fact, we do not find 
the word bearing the marks of a negative compound ; because a negative 
compound having the accent of the indeclinable, it is the first word, or 
the basic word, that should have had the udatta (Acute) accent in its 
beginning; while, in reality, we find that it has the acute accent at the 
middle. For this reasop it must be admitted that the word is made up of 
the word ‘ ahan' (ssDay) with the affix ‘ Ma* In that case, in accordance 
with the Vdrtika , — * dyannddishu upads^ivadtiacanam svaraMUhyarthim ^ ' - 
we have the insei^tion of tlie particle ‘ina*; and thereby the letter 
forming the beginning of the affix, it is only right that the accute-accent 
should be on that letter. 

For these reasons, the word * Ahhia^ must be taken as the name of 
those sacrifices that extend over a number of days. 

Then again, inasmuch as the connection of the Jyotishtd^a with the 
‘ twelve upasads * would have been signified by the use of the word ‘ sdhnn ' 
only, without using another name {^ahtna') of the same sacrifice, — the 
very fact of the putting in of the word * ahina * shows that Hxe scripture 
meant, by this, to signify something other than the ‘one-day* JyotisMoma. 
Or again, inasmuch as the cotmeetion of ‘ three * and tl»at of the ^sdhna ' 
and ‘twelve* would have been indicated by the Context itself (which is 
that of the the use of both the words v sd/wa* and ^ ahina ^ 

would be absolutely purposeless. Whereas if the word ‘ ahtna ’ meant some 
other sacrifit^e, it would be absolutely necessary to insert it. And then 
inasmuch as the close proximity of the mention of ‘three upasads^ to the 
word ^ Ahmasya* might indicate the (jonnection of these latter with the 
AAfmi, it would be necessary to specify the ^sdhna' also (as the one 
connected with ‘ three upasads'). 

Thus then, it must be admitted that the ^twelve, upasads' ha« to jo 
taken apart (from tlio Jyohshtoma — which is indicated by the Context a.' 
the sacrifice connected with them). 


The above representation of the Adhikarana is not quite correct- 
Wirstly ybecauso it is scarcely right for the details of one sacrifice ( tlie Ahtna ) 
to be laid down in the Context of anotirer ^ the JyoHshtoma) ; secondlyyin 
case such details were laid down, the continuity of the Context would be 
btt)ken by that interpolation of foreign mutter ; and then it would in- 
volve a deal of trouble to take up the chain of the Context over again ; 
and thirdly ^ we find that the ‘ twelve upamds * for the Ttcelve-Day sacrifice 
Imve already been enjoined in the Context of this latter sacrifice,*— and 
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all the sacrifices extending over a number of days liave tlieir origin in 
this Tiv^ve-Duy sacrifice^ the said injunction in the Context of this 
latter would be enough to connect the ‘ Twelve upasads ’ with all such 
sacrifices. Consequently, the sentence in question must be taken wholly 
as containing the injunction of the * three upasads * alone ; specially as 
there are no objections against this. Then, as for the connection of 
* Twelve^ that has been enjoined already in another sentence ; and hence 
its mention in the sentence in question must be taken as meant to be in 
praise of the propriety of the number of upasads at the Jyotuhtovna^—' 
just as in the case of the (the sense of the sentence being that 

‘ the Jyotishtoma has only three upasads, and as for twelve upasads these 
belong to such petty sacrifices as the Ahina and the rest, and not to the 
excellent sacrifice V). 

Now then, we proceed to show the' way in which the AdKikaram 
should he represented. 

If the character of Ahina' had belonged to the Jyotuhtoma, 
the sentence in question would have been an Injunction ; but inas- 
much as that character belongs to the sacrifices extending over a number 
of days, for which, again, the * twelve upasads ’ have been already laid 
down elsewhere, — the sentence in question cannot but be taken as meant 
to eulogise (tbe Jyotishtoma as shown above). 

Thus then, the question of the Adhikara^a comes to be this : Is 
the Jyotishtmna the’ Ahina, for which the sentence, occurring in its Con- 
text, lays down an accessory detail ? Or the word * Ahina * applies 
to the sacrifices extending over a number of days, — and inasmuch as the 
‘ twelve upasads ’ for it have been laid down elsewhere, their mention in 
the sentence in question is meant to serve some^ other purpose (that of 
eulogising f.i.) ? 

Objection : If such be the case, then the Adhikaranu would not be 

‘‘ a discussion of the conflict and non-conflict of Context (with Direct 
“ Declaration); because it would come to this, that though connected 
“ with the Ahina sacrifices the ‘twelve upasads' would be mentioned 
“ with a view to eulogise the JyoHsh{oma." 

Beply : I'hat does not quite affect the case. Because as a matter of 
fact, the Purvapakska (B) would favour the Context ; inasmuch as the 
Context would take up the number * twelve * as enjoined (in connection 
with the subject of the Context, tbe Jyotishtoma) ; while the Siddkanta 
(B) does not favour the Context; as in accordance with this view the 
twelve* belongs to the sacrifices extending over many days, which 
has noting to do with the Context ; which latter therefore, in this case, 
I'ecomes contradicted. And that tfiis is still of use, in another way, in 
the Context has got nothing to do with the maip; point at issue. 
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If however, in accordance with the law arrived at in the next 
Atlhikarana^ we could admit of the Removal (or taking apart, of the 
‘ twelve ’), and if while we had the Injunction in one Rescen- 

sional text, we could justify, on the ground of its having no other use, 
the injunctive character of that contained in another Text, — then, in that 
case, we could take the Adhikarana as presented in the Bhashya, 

In any case, it becomes fully established that the sentence * dvdda- 
<:.dhinasya ' is to be taken apart from the Context^ as it evidently pertaijis 
to those sacrifices that extend over many days. 



ADHIKAEANA (9). 

[The Pratipats are to be taken apart, along with the KtdQya, etc.] 

SStra (17) : That which is associated with singleness and 
duality {should he taken apart); because it is directly 
enjoined {elsewhere). 

[In connection with the Jt/otishfoma mvo Hud the Rentence ‘ ynvdm hi 
athah sval^patl iti dvayoryajamanayoh pratipadam kurydty 3/5 asryramiu’ 
drivah iti biihuhhyo yajamanBhhyah' And in reference to this there arises 
a doubt as to whether the two Pnitipats herein laid down find place in 
the Jyotishtoma, or they are to be taken apart from it and used iu 
connection respectively with the Kulaya performed by two yajommias, 
and with the Dvirntra j)erformed by more than two yajamSlnait?] 

'Phe discussion of the present question is similar to that in the forf<- 
going Adhikarana^ — with the following difference : iu the former the 
connection was with a totally different Primary sacrifice denotable by a 
word having no connection with that sacrifice which formed the subject 
of the Context ; while in the present case, it is with a property, the 
duality, etc. of the yajamcina^ which is, in some way or other, suspected 
of being related to the subject of the Context. 

The 8Uti'a begins the di.scussion with tlie putting lorwaid ol the 
SiddhSnta, in accordance witli the cuiiclusion arrived at in the foregoing 
Adhihirana. 

SIDDHANTA. 

The passage in question does not lay down the J duality and Plural^ 
ity of the yajamnna ; because it is fully taken up with the enjoining <»f 
the Pratipats; and refers to the Duality, etc. only as conditions for the use 
of the one or the other Pratipat; specially as the Injunction of many 
things would involve a syntactical split. Then again, inasmuch as 
they are not enjoined, the Duality and Plurality of the yajamfina can not 
pertaiA to the Jyotishtorna] while they are found to exist in the KtURyao^wd 
other sacrifices, — those extending over one as well as those extending over 
many days,— wherein they are distinctly enjoined by such sentences as — 
flRjR ca purohitageu yajByRtatn^** HBnaiva dvau yRjixyBt^^ Btenaiva tvn 
yf^aySty ^* Sko dvau hahavo v& ^hinairytijBran'* 
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For these reasons the Pratipais should be taken apart from the 
Context. 

Sutra (18): Objection : ^VThey might find place (in the 
Jyotishtoma) as alternatives implied (fhr a special pur- 

“The Pratipats must be taken as finding a place in the JyoUshfoma^ 

“ as indicated by the Context (in which they are found to be mentioned). 

*• They are not in any way connected with any saciifice other than that 
‘ which forma the subject of the Context, — as had been found to be thu 
“case with the Ahina, As for the connection of the Duality, etc. of the 
yajcunana, it is mentioned merely as a condition (for the use of particu- 
“ lar Pratipfita), and it has nothing to do with the indicating of the connec- 
“ tion of certain accessories with tlieir Primaries. Nor could these servo 
“ as the means of establishing the connection of any sacrifice ; as that 
“ would involve the necessity of the words being taken in their indirect 
** secondary signitio.itions ; and as a matter of fact, those that have had 
“ their use laid down by Direct Declaration, cannot rightly be brought 
“ into another use, on the ground of an indirect secondary signification. 

“ If the connection meant were that with the mere form of the Duality, 
“etc. then the Injunction itself would become wholly useless. And there 
“ can be no doubt that the assumption of Context is far more reasonable 
“ than that of the Result. 

“ It has been argued that in the Context we do not find tlie conditions 
“ (Duality, etc. laid down for the use of the Pratipats), But they could 
** he taken as implied; for the conditions are not always directly enjoined; 
“as it is just possible for them to be indirectly implied; and in the case* 
“of the Jydtishtoma .also we find that there is an implication of the pre- 
“ sence of more than one yajamdna^ in case one is found to be incapable 
“ of carrying it through. And up to this time we have had nothing to 
“show that only one yajamdna is really meant for the lyotishfoma; 

“ though in fact, even if due significance were attached to the singlenm of 
“the yajamdna^ — yet, just as, in accordance with the VI — iii— 2, 

“ certain accessory details of the Jyotishtoma are left off, in the case of 
“ the yajamdna being found incapable of performing them all, so, in the 
“ same manner, it may be that in the case of one yajamdna being found 
“ incapable of finishing the sacrifice, two or more of them conM very 
“ reasonably be brought in to do it. And in this way> theineoessaiy 
“ conditions would be present in the^^Jyotishtoma also. 

“Or again^ it may be that the very injunction of the Pratipats 
(contained in the passage under consideration), being found to. serve a 
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“ visible purpose, would lead to the assumption of Direct Declarations 
“ laying down the fact of the Jyotishtomn being performed by two or more 
“ yajatnOnas, And this assumption would bo possible only in accordance 
“ with our theory, and not with the theory upholding the use of other 
^* Prattpats, Consequently there is nothing in our theory that is incom- 
“ patible with the mention of the singleness of the yajam^na (in connection 

“with the 

SUtra (19) : Reply : Not so ; because the original (Sacrifice of 
the Context) is connected with one only. 

The word '‘PrakrbV here is meant to signify the Saci'ifice thfit forms the 
subject of the Context ; and it might have been meant to indicate that, being 
the object of direct Injunction, the singleness of the ynjamdna in the 
Jyotishtoma cannot be superseded ; though that which is indirectly implied 
could bo rejected, for special purposes. As a matter of fact, we know 
that the singleness of the yajnmUnah directly enjoined; specially as we 
find that whether the JyoHshtoma is laid down as to be performed with a 
view to a certain desirable result, or as a necessary duty, the yajaml^na 
is distinctly mentioned as one only, as is shoAvn by the use of the word 
‘ yajBla' Nor do we find any reason for not attaching a significance to 
the singular memb<jr of that verb ; in fact wo shall slunv later on, in 
Adhyaya VI, that due significance is really meant to be attached to it. 

The leaving off of certain accessories of the JyoHshtoma^ on account of 
the incapacity of the sacrificer to carry them all out entirely, — that has been 
brought forward by the Piirvapakshiy — is also based upon .the declaratioii 
‘ the Sacrifice should be performed in such a way as one person may 
he able to perform it ’ ; and in other cases also we find the word *oiie,’ 
which shows that the leaving off allowable is meant to refer to other 
Mocessories (and not to the number of yajantHnas) \ as for instance, leaving 
off the exact amount of the ‘ gift,’ the sacrifice can be fully accomplished 
by one person. Then again, inasmuch as the number ‘ one ^ is found 
both in the originative injunction (of the Jyotishtoma), as well as in 
that of ifcs actual performance, we cannot but attach due significance 
to that number. Thus then, we conclude that inasmuch as the origi- 
nal sacrifice of the Jyotishtoma has only one yajamnna^ it does not fulfil 
the conditions of the use of the particular Pratipats in questidn ; and hence 
these latter must be taken apart from it. 

It has been argued that “ the very passage under consideration 
would, by its capability, imply the necessary conditions.” But this is not 
possible ; because the passage is capable of being taken differently (and as 
such there would be no Apparent Inconsistency to justify the implication). 
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That is to say, if, without implying the said conditions, the passage 
would have been meaningless, then it could be taken as implying them ; 
and tliis meaninglessness would have been possible, only if the Duality 
and Plurality (of yajamSms) did not exist in any sacrifice, in the same 
way that it does not exist in the Jyotishfcma ; as a matter of fact, we 
do not find these to be non-existent in other sacrifices ; as they are ' 
actually found to exist in the Kuldya and other sacrifices. And inas- 
much as in the passage in question, we find them laid down as well- 
established conditions, and ns they would otherwise lead to a syntactical 
split, they cannot be indirectly implied (with regard to any sacrifice). 

If the Duality of the yajamSna were meant to refer to the presence 
of the wife of the yajamfma., — then, as her presence with her husband iKS 
a necessaiy condition for all sacrifices, such Duality could not have becui 
laid down as the condition for the use of a certain particular Pmtipat only ; 
and further, in the case of the word * hahuhhyaJ^' inasmuch as it is dis- 
tinctly found to denote the plurality of by making it include tlic 
sacrificer’s wives, we would be assuming, without sufficient grounds, an 
com}>ound made up of heterogeneous elements (one male and two 
females). 

In the case of the sentence * kshaumB vasdnd?ii, etc.^ (met with in 
connection with the Aguy^dkllna) wo have had to accept the wife as the 
second person, as there was no other way of taking it ; specially as tlie 
Adkdna is nowhere laid down as to be performed by two men, in tlie 
way that we find the Vviyajna (Knlaya) laid down. 

Then again, inasmuch as the sacrifice would always be performed 
by tin? yajamona accompanied by one or moi e wdves, there would, according 
to yon, always be * two ’ or ‘ three ’ ‘ yajamnnaa and thus all sacrifices 
fulfilling the conditions laid down for the use of the Pratipats in ques- 
tion, these would come to be used on all occasions ; and the Pratipat that 
is laid down as the unconditional invariable concomitant of the Jyotish- 
foma would never be used, and would become wholly useless ; or, at best, 
it would be taken as an optional alternative to those PratipaU that are 
laid down apart from the originative Injunction. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the Pratipats in question 
are to be taken apart, from the Context. 

It has been argued above that “ the passage under question does 
not lay down the connection (of Duality, etc. ) with a Sacrifice.*’ Bnt 
that does not affect the case ; as the very word * Pratipat* having indicated 
the fact of its pertaining to sacrifices, all that the mention of ‘ Duality,’ etc. 
does, is to indicate the particular sacrifice with which they are connected. 
Or again, the word * yajam&na * itself would, through Apparent Inconsis- 
tency) indicate the sacrifice. 
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Thus then the Pratipats being taken as connected with sacrifices 
other than the Jyotishioma, in whose Omtext the passage in question 
oconrs, this is a distinct case of the contradiction of Context ; and as 
Direct Declaration is much more authoritative than that (tlierecan be no 
incongruity in the SiddhUnta). 


155 



ADHIKARANA (10). 

[The Jdghnnt is not taken apart from the Oontegi^t.] 

SUtra (20): “The Jaghani also {would betaken apart] , 
because it is a part/’ 

We now proceed to consider the exception to the principle of factors 
being taken apart from their context. 

In connection with the Darpa- P«rnamnm, we find the sentence 
\TRijhanyd. patnii^ sanydjayauti * ; and hs this admits of tw'o distinct con- 
structions, bearing upon the comparative predominance and subservient 
charactec of the two factors (in the sentence), — there arises a donbt as to 
its actual meaning. That is to say, (1) if the sentence be taken as 
laying down the PatnUamydjas as purificatory rites for the punfication 
of the Mghani (the animal’s tail), then, inasmuch as the object of 
purification would be the predominant factor, it could not be removed 
from its place; and consequently, the would be taken to 

where the Tail might be, and not vice verad. And inasmuch as the 
ordinary anitnaVs Tail would be of no use in a sacrifice, it is not this that 
forms the object of purification (by means of the Patnisamydjafi) ; conse- 
quently the Tail of the animal that has seiwed its purpose in connec- 
tion with the AgnUhomtya would come to be taken as that to be purified 
(by the Patnisatuydjas) [and thus, in this case, there would be a reniovnl 
of the Tail from all connection with the JDarpa-Pfirnawusa]. (2) If, on 
the other hand, the sentence be taken as laying down the Tail (with refer- 
ehco to the Patmsamyajaft), then, in that case, inasmuch as the idea of 
the sentence being a reference to the subject of the Context does not 
entirely disappear, the injunction of the Tail comes to belong to the 
Darfa^Purnamasa [and thus there is, in this case, no removal of the Tail 
from the Context'], 

On this question, then, we have the following 

PCRITAPAKSHA. 

“ (1) Because the Tail helps the Darpa-Piirriamdija indirectly (2) 
“ because that which helps directly in the body of |the sacrifice is the 
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more important; — (3) because the other (i.e. the Patnisamy^ja) being 
enjoined by means of the verbal root (in ‘ samyajayBt ') is more approx- 
“ imate to the Injunction ; — (4) because, inasmuch as any single part of 
“an animal (the Tail) could not justify the employment of the whole 
“ animal, it would be necessary to take it out of the animal that has been 
used elsewhere, and hence in that case the Samyfija would come to 
“ haFe the character of a PratipattiswmsMra (the setting aside of that 
•‘which has been used); — therefore the sentence in question must he 
“ taken as laying down the purification of the Tail of the animal used 
•* in connection with the AgnUkomiya ; and hence it must be taken apart 
“ from the Context (of the Darga-PUrnaniUsa ). 

[“ Says the Bhashya— in reply to the ob jection that ‘ the Fatni- 
‘‘ samyajas have already been enjoined elsoAvhere ’ — : It is true that they 
are enjoined elseiuhere^ hut here they are again enjoined with reference to 
Hhe Tail ; the sense being that the Tail should he made connected with the 
“ Patnisamydjas {s(l ca tatsambaddhH kdryStyucyate)], And in this last 
“sentence, the word * ucyate* must be taken along* with the preceding 
“ sentence (as shown above); and then follows (in the BhSshy a) a dos- 
“ cription of the action : such being the case^ the Patntsamydjas of the 
Bar^a-Purnain^sa do not lose anything by being disjoined from the Tail, 
“ efcc. If on the other hand, the word ‘ ueyate ’ were taken with what 
“follows it— as ^ negate evam sati, etc. — then the sentence would fall 
into the semblance of an objection; wliicli would not be desirable; 
“ specially as we do not find any sentence (in the Bhashya) that could be 
takeu as supplying an answer to that objection. Therefore the whole 
sentence must bo taken as the statement of tlic Author’s own view (and 
“ not that of the opponent). 

“ Objection : ‘ If what you say be correct, then, there being a 

' Removal (of the Patnisamydjas), exactly like that of tha Pratipats 
“ (shown above), — there would be no performance of the Patnisamylijas 
'* iu connection with the original sacrifice (of the Darga-Purnamt^sa). 

“ Reply : There might be no performance of these, if there were no 
** Patnisamydjas in connection with the Pagu sacrifice; as a matter of 
“ fact, the existence of these in this latter is quite patent, by reason of 
“ being implied ; and what the sentence in question does is simply to lav 
“ these down as connected with the Tail. 

“ Objection : ‘ In that case you must declare that there is no Remo- 
val (of the Tail from tlie Context).* 

Reply: True; there is no Removal of anything substantial; but 
H is the sentence in question that, being found to serve a useful purpose 
“ in connection with the modificatory sacrifices, is spoken of as * x’cmoved,’ 
‘ w ‘ taken Apart from the Context,'^ 
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SIDDHANTA. 

SUtra (21) ; It is the injunction (of the Tail), because it is 
something new. 

Ar a matter of fact, the Injunction in question is not taken apart from 
the Context ; because if the Tail were referred to as something to bo 
purified (by means of the Patnisamyajas)^ then that would have been 
the cause of the Injunction being taken apart ; as a matter of fact, 
however, we find that the Tail is enjoined as an accessory of the Saci i- 
fice, exactly like the other accessories, in the shape of Butter and tlie 
like. 

That is to say, it has been declared above that in all such sentences, 
the force of the Injunctive applies to the subordinate factor. Then, as 
for the PatnisaniyajaSi these have been enjoined in a sentence immediately 
preceding the one under consideration ; and as such being still present in 
the mind as enjoined actions (at the time that we come across the sentence 
under consideration), they cannot be taken as the objects of injunction 
(by this latter sentence). Nor can the sentence in question be rightly 
taken as merely referring to the Patnuamynjas of the Pa(;w-sacrifice ; 
because at the time of its. appearance, there is no idea of the Pa(?tt-sacri- 
fice. Nor is the Tail wholly incapable of being enjoined, like the Time 
etc., whereby it could carry any Injunctions along with itself. Nor 
can it be urged that it could be so, on the ground of its being an objeiit 
of purification. Becau.se there is no ground for superseding the fact of 
its being an accessory (to the sacrifice as expiussed by the Instrumental 
ending (in ‘ Jagh(my&), ’ 

If the Injunction under consideration were to operate with reference 
to that Tail which has served its purpose elsewliere, — tlien, in that case, 
it might bo possible to take the Instrumental as having the sense of the 
Accusative ; just as we have in the case of the accessories of the Prat/Hja. 
As a matter of fact, the Tail that is laid down is sometliing (juite new, 
not made u.se of on any previous occasion. Consequently it i.s wholly 
incapable of being taken apart. 

Noi* can the PatimamyUjaB bear being taken apart, as they are 
bound up with the Context. 

It may be argued that “ they would be taken apart, on account of 
the superior authority of Syntactical Conilectioii.” But that too is not 
possible ; because in such cases. Syntactical Connection is dependent 
upon the fact of the object in question having some claim for being taken 
as desired ; and as such, in such cases, it is much weaker than the Con- 
text. If the sentence in question were the originative Injunction of the 
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patmsamyiljasy then alone could fche Syntactical Connection have wrested 
them away from the Context, As a matter of fact, however, these Patni- 
fnimydjas have their originative Injunction in another sentence; and 
hence by the time that they are taken up, through proximity, by the 
syntactical connection of the sentence under consideration, — they could 
u.iso be taken up by the Oarr/a-Ptirnamfisa. Nor have we, up to this 
time, come to know the as leading to any independent result of its 
— whereby it could supply tlie requirement of the PatnisamyajaH 
118 I'egards the purpose to be served by them. Consequently, while we 
are looking out foi* the pnrpose to be served by the Tail, it is taken up 
118 an accevssory, forming part of the Procedure of the Dar<;.a~ Pivrnamasa^ 
which are known to lead to distinct results. 

Nor does the sentence in question contain the Injunction of any 
new sacrifice ; as it is not found to mention the root *' yaji'* only; what 
it mentions is the ‘ ' in ooiijiincthMi with ^ Patuh' Consequently if 
it were taken as laying down the Action with reference to tlie Tail ^ — 
and at the same time laying down the Patnls (wives) (as the Deity of 
(hat Action), — then it would come to be the injunction of many things, 
and as such involve the syntactical split in the form of ‘ Dissimilarity ' 
pointed out in the Hutra f— iv — 8 . And so long as tlie sentence is capable 
of being taken as the in junction of simpler things, the syntactical split 
could not be explained by taking tlm sentence as the injunction of the 
action as qualified (by the Deity, etc., etc.). Conseiliieutly, it must be 
coucluelecl that the sentence lays do svn a Substance (Tail) with reference 
to a qualified sacrifice (the Paintsamyaja). 

Ohjection: “But this too, being a leference to the qualified . sacri- 
fice, wouhl involve a syntactical split,” 

Reply : That does not ?iiatter ; a.s the qttaUjied Sacrifice is indicate*!, 
as such, by the Context, the word ‘ Patnl ' not being meant to he speci- 
ally significant. Just as in the case of the sentence ' ahhikrmnan juhoti ’ 
even though the word used is the generic term 'jahoti * (meaning sacri' 
Jice in general), yet through capability (of Context), the Ahhikrdtuana 
is taken as pertaining to the pariticular sacrifice of the Pra\jdjas,'--’%Oy 
in the same manner, the PatnwmyUjas are to be taken as meant by the 
generic term ‘ samydjayantl' 

For these reasons, we conclude that the Tail is not taken apart 
from the Context. 

SUtra (22): Objection: **But the Tail is a part*” 

“ It has been argued in the Purvapakska that, inasmuch as the 
“ Tail is a part of the animal,-— and as the originative injunction speaks 
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“ of it as related to something already eiisting,— it could not be utilized, 
etc., etc.” And to this argument the Sstra offers the following reply : 

Sutra (23): Not so; because the original (Dar9-Piir^amlsa- 
JSgbani, Tail) is obtained by non-scriptnral means. 

Under the circnmstanees, that alone would have been useless wind), 
without taking up the original, could not be recognized ; e.g. in tlio 
case of the sentence * uttardrdhat svUhtakrW mdyaW (in this what is 
to bo olfereil is not i-ecognizable without a reference to the origimil 
Cake). The word 'JdghanV however is, like the word ‘ Zfrdays ’ and 
the like, denotalive of a certain limb of the animal; and as such, it could 
be very easily obtained, without getting hold of the whole animal foi' 
the purpose, or even out of the animal that has been used (or another 
purpose ; specially as in the siilm ' BSpam vH (}SshahhUlalM ’ it is 
shown that an acco.sHory could l)o used, by whatever method it may bo 
’produced or obtained. Xor is it impossible for the ‘ Jdijhunt' to be knowu 
apart from the re.st of the body; for we actually find mcat-vendo)'.s 
selling tlio bodies of animals, limb by limb ; and certainly the ‘ Jdyliani’ 
(Tail) could be obtained, by purchase, from these vendors. Nor again is 
it necessity that it should he obtained /com the goiit\ as all that is laid 
down in the text is only the particular limb, ‘Tail.’ In fact, in the 
Agnuhofmiija also, it is (inite possible fm- the ‘ Heart’ etc. to be obtained 
by purchase oi’ other ordinary means ; though it is so, yet, in the case uf 
these, as we find their pai’ticiilar ‘ class ’ and method of obtaining distinct- 
ly specified as ‘ by killing ’ and all the rest,— we do not have recourse to 
purchase, or other oi’dinary raean.s, for obtaining these. But in tlio 
case of the Tail we have no such means specified in the 8criptnre.s. 

The woivl ‘Prakiii’ is meant to give an idea of the Uarfa-Parnu- 
masa. 

Thus then, it becomes established that the Jdijhanl {Tail) is an 
accessory in the Puf/t/samyd/us performed along with the Bar^a-Vurm- 
m(ka ; and as such is to be used as au optional alteimati ve for Batter. 



ADHIKARANA (11). 

[The Joining together of the slabs should find a place anioiig tlie^ 

tSatm (24) : The Joining Together should find a place in the 
original sacrifice, because, like Purchase, its usefulness 
does not disappear.” 

We now proceed to consider the eases of eontliel and iio!i-confiict 
between Syntactical Connection and Context. 

Tn connection with the Jyotishtonifij we find two slabs of stone laid 
di^wn, to serve as the receptacle upon which the Soma should be pounded ; 
u!id with reference to these stone-slabs, wo have the dcclamtion 
"DirghasohiB-santrdynd-dhrtyai,' — that is, ‘ having separated the two slabs 
one should join them together, for the obtaining of Dhrti,' With rofer- 
inuje to the word ‘ Birghasoma * in this soiitence, there arises a doubt, 
Nsto( rt) whether it applies to the original sacrifice (tlio Jyotuhtoma) ^ as 
indicated by the Context, (b) or it applies to such sacrifices ns extend 
over longer periods of time, and as such not being compatible with the 
t'ontext, has to be taken apart. On the point in question we can also take 
the following alternatives, (a) the w'ord applies to the Jyotishfoma itself, 
(h) or to the Jyotishtoma ns performed hy \\> tall {'‘ Diryha') i/ajamana. 
(<•) or to the Uktha and other samsthds or parts (of tlie Jyotuhfoma)^ (d) or 
to the ^a^ra and Ahhia sacrifices (that extend over many days), (e) or 
to all sacrifices excepting the Ayuishtoma (which is tJie first samstha of 
the Jyotishtoma, 

On this question, we Jiave the following 

PRELIMINARY PURVAPAKSHA. 

“ (1) Because the word ‘ Birghasoma * is applicable to the Jyotishtoma 
as compared with such shorter sacrifices as the hMi, the Papw sacrifice, 
“ the Darvi-Homa aud the like, — (2) because the purpose served by the 
“ ‘joining together,* the strength of the pounding slab, is quite applicable 
to the Jyotishtoma^ — (3) because the Injunction of ‘ not- joining together ‘ 
*’ could be taken as an optional alternative (to the ‘ joining together ’), 
just like the alternatives of vrihi and yava ^ — therefore, for the sake of 
‘‘ the Context, the * joining together * should not be taken apart from if. 

** The example of the optional alternative of the ‘Purchase,’ as 
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*' similar to the ‘joining together’ in question, has been cited (in tli(* 
“ BM^hya), from the standpoint of the Purvapahsha, irrespective of the 
“ Siddhanki view that the two alternatives are to be taken conjointly 
“ (mid not as optional alternatives) (and hence it should not be taken as 
“involving a self-contradiction); nor is it necessary that all examples 
“ shonLl always be out of the SuhlMnta ; because, any example, from 
“ wlieiesoever obtained, is equally useful in sup}dying the necessary 
“ information. 

“Or, the expression ‘like Purchase’ may be explained only as an 
“ instance of the nun- disappearance of usefulness, brought forward without 
“ any reference to the Injunction of ‘not- joining-together.’ ^ 

“ In this case we would construe the Sutra (and tlie Ehrishya) iu the 
“following inaTiner: The objection being — ‘Inasmuch as the Jyotish- 
“ tomu sacrifice takes very little time to finish, there would not be much 
“ use iu the said yoi/u/tf/ together (»f the pounding slabs being done in 
“ connectiun with that sacrifice,’ — we have the reply — that does not much 
“ affect the question, as the joimny together will still have its use, ‘like tln^ 
“ Purchase.’ That is to .say, the actual price of tlie Soma nut being very 
“ much, and its purchase liaving been accomplished by the payment of 
“ any one of the prescribeil aHicles —cloth and the rest — iu exchange, 
“ one still gives to the owner all these articles, in keeping with the 
“ scriptural text laying down all these articles as to be given in exchange 
“ for the Soma ; and though the payment of these iat-ter is not necos- 
“ sary, yet it is not altogether useless, serving the purpose of still further 
“ winning the good graces of the owner; because it is well known that 
“ the scriptures declare the fact of prosperity^ resulting from the pur- 
“ chase of Soina^ if effected to the entire satisfaction of its original ownei*. 
“ In the same manner, even though the uujnined slabs would be quite 
“ efficient for the pounding of the Soma for the Jyotishtonia, yet, iuas- 
“ much as we are cognizant of the fact that tlie pounding done on the 
“ strengthened slabs brings about prosperity, tlie ‘ joining together,’ done 
“in accordance with the sentence under consideration, w'ould not be 
“ entirely useless (even in the Jyotuh(oma), 

“ For these reasons, we conclude that the ‘ joining together’ is not 
“ to l>e taken apart from the Context.” 

PRELlMINARy SIDDHANTA. 

SUtva (26) : It should be taken apart ; because of the mention 
of the speciality. 

On account of the Syntactial Connection of the * joining together * 
with the ‘ Dirghasomaf the former must be taken apart from the Context. 
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Because, an object is known as ‘long’ {Dirgha) only when it m 
compared with another thing of the same kind, wljich is shorter than 
itself. Consequently, one Soma^sacrifiee could be known as ‘Long,’ only 
in comparison with another 8oma-$acrijice; and it could not be spoken 
of, in comparison with such sacrifices ah the hhfi, the Pagu, the Dnrvi^ 
homa and the like (which have no connection with Soma); because those 
latter do not belong to the same class (as the Jyotishfoma and the other 
Stma-sacnfioes)^ and because they are not spoken of in the Context; 
and it is only when the two relative members of the comparison are 
mentioned that they are differentiated into the ‘ Long* ainl the ‘ Short.’ 
—and in the case in question we do not find the etc. mentioned, 

ill (comparison with which the Jyotuhtoma could be spoken of as 
‘ Long.’ 

Ohjectmi : “ But the different Soma-sacrifices also are not men- 

tioned.” 

Reply: Though no Soma-sacrifice is mentioned, yet in tlie first 
place, the ground of comparison lies in the fact of the members of the 
comparison belonging to the same class; and seroa///!/, because of the 
peculiar relationship, of the qualification and the qualified, signified hy 
tiie word ^ Dlrgha-Sonia,' which denotes the fact of the sacrifice being 
Hong' while belonging to the class ^ Somi' thereby serving to preclude 
only such ‘short’ sacrifices as belong to the same class. And then, 
when we come to consider which one of these Soma -sacrifices is the * long ’ 
one, and in comparison with which it is ’ lo g,’ - we find that the Jyohsh- 
fomrt is not ‘longer ’ than any of them; and hence we come ^o take the 
word ‘ * as referring to sacrifices other than the JgntMtoma, 

And inasmuch as these otlier sacrifices are the first to be recogniss^'d as 
‘ Long,’ the Joytishtoma comes to be recognized as the lower basis of the 
comparison. 


SGtra (26): Objection: ^‘The speciality could be taken aa 
pertaining to the performer as it is upon him that it 
is based/’ 

“So long as we could interpret the word ^ Dirghasoma* in keeping 
‘‘ with the indications of the Context, it is not proper to entirely reject 
” this Context. And as a matter of fact, we find that it can lie taken as 
“ pertaining to tlie Performer. Nor would that make any difference in 
“ the accent, as regards tlie compound ; because in any case we have the 
‘ acute accent upon the last syllable ; consequently we must expound 
“ the compound us the Oenitive Tatpurusha (‘ Dzrghasya * pttrushasya 
“‘Somai’).” 

166 
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Sutra (27) : Reply : It must pertain to the sacrifice ; as, other- 
wise! the two words could not have their own significations 
[and the Arthavada would not be explicable ] 

The epithel. ‘Lon*?’ must pertain to the Sacrifice (and not to tlu* 
Sacrificer ) ; and the compound must be expounded as a Karmadharayn 
(‘ DirghugcHsan somah ’ ). 

Question: “ What special reason have you got for taking the com- 
pound thus ? ” 

Answer : The chief reason is that it is only when the compound is 
thus explained that we have the direct significations of the component 
words ; otherwise (if the compound be taken as the Genitive Tatpurusha ) 
one of the words qualifies something wholly different (namely the Sacri- 
ficer), and that would make the direct primary significations of the woi-ds 
incompatible. 

Thus then, when we come to think of the extremely large quantities 
of Soma to be pounded, we come to desire mucli strength and durability 
in the pounding slab ; and in that case the injunction contained in the 
sentence in question (as explained by us) would bo found to sei ve a vis- 
ible purpose (that of making the slab strong by joining together * tin* 
two slabs). Otherwise there would be no cause for desiring any extra 
durability in the slab, and consequently, the Injunction would not servo 
any useful purpose. 

So also, the Arthavada contained in the word *‘l)hrtyni^ points to 
the propriety of our interpretation of the compound. 

Thus then, it is only with regard to a case where we have clou his 
about the durability of the pounding slab, and fear its being broken 
asunder under the heavy pounding, that we can have the injunction ia 
question (of carefully ‘ joining together ’ the two slabs). Otherwise the 
mere qualification of the sacrifice by specifying tlie Performer as ‘ dirgha,' 
i.e. tall, could only serve some purpose not perceptible to us; because, 
whether the Performer is tall or short, there is no perceptible difference 
in the form of the sacrifice itself. 

Then again, the specification of the sacrifice, through the Performer, 
would be extraneous to it, while that by itself would be more intimately 
related to it. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the ‘ joining together ' 
should be taken apai4 from the Jyotishtoma itself. 
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JSUtra (28): the case of (the word 'Dirghasoma’ applying 

to) the Samsthas also, the mention of * Dhrtyai ’ would be as 
inexplicable as in that of (the epithet ‘Dirgha’ belong- 
ing to) the Performer.’* 

This Sutra must be taken as urged by the opponent in reply to the 
following argument of the SiddMnta: It is possible that the ‘joining 
together * may not find a place in the first Samstka — the Agnishpoma-^t 
the Jyotishtoma ; bat it could pertain to the other samsthas — the Ukthya 
and the rest, — which are ‘longer’ than the A (juishioma, and by connecting 
with which, we keep our interpretation in keeping with the Context. 
Consequently, we must take the ‘ joining together * as finding a place in all 
the three samstlids ; specially as the fact of the samsthas belonging to tln^ 
same Context as the Jijotishfoma has yet to be refuted by the Samsthddhi-^ 
harana (IIL — vi — 41 et seq,). Or, even if tlnn*e be a distinct Context of 
to samsthds^-^then too, it would be only in those accessory details that 
ai*e of use in the Agnishtomai wherein the ‘joining together* could bo 
precluded, on account of the contradiction involved in the mixture of the 
necessary and the unnecessary qualifications. Consequently we must 
admit that the ‘joining together’ should have a place in the second and 
subsequent Samsthds (sections ) of the Jyotishtoma* 

As against these arguments we have the above which formu- 
lates the following . 

FINAL PtJRVAPAKSHA. 

“ Inasmuch as the quantity of soma used in every one of the sams- 
“ thds is the same (as in the Agnishtoma), the work of the pounding too 
‘‘ in every one of these would bo exactly similar; and hence the eulogy 
“ ‘ dhrtyai ’ ( = for the sake of making it strong and durable) would be as 
“ useless in this interpretation, as in that in which the Perfomer (is held 
“ to be qualified by the epithet ' Dirgha'). 

“ That is to say, though the subsequent samsthas take a longer time 
“ in performance ( than the first samsthd), yet in every one of these, the 
“ quantity of soma pounded is only ‘ ten-handfuls/ as per injunction 
' da^a mushtlrmimitB^ which is applied, by implication, to every one of 
“ the samsthds of the Jyotishtoma, Thus then, the strength and dura- 
“ bility required (in the pounding slab) being the same in all cases, the 
‘‘ absence of perceptible use and the Arf/mrdda (ixi ^ dhrtydi*) remain as 
“ inexplicable as in the former case. 

“It might be argued that— ‘the quantity of soma in these latter 
“ samsthas might undergo an increase, on account of the increase in the 
*' number of offerings, and also because of the vessel, taken up for the hold- 
“ ing of the soma-juice, not being small,* 
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“ But this could not be ; because we have the quantity of noma precise. 
^*ly limited by the direct declaration that it should be * ten-handfuls of 
such pieces as have three joints ’ ; consequently, if there be found to be 
an increase in the number of the offerings to be made, the quantity of 
“ the juice should be increased by the addition of water (and not by taking 
“ more of the soma itself). 

“ Thus then the inexplicability of ‘ Bhrtyai ’ being cornmou in the 
“ case of all samsthSs^ the ‘ joining together ’ should be taken apart from 
“the later samstMs also (and hence from the wliole Context of the Jyotish- 
“ fomo). 

PINAL SIDDHANTA. 

[SUtra (29) : It should belong to the Ukthya and the rest ; because 
the significations of the words are quite applicable to them.] 

For reasons shown above, tlie* joining together ' should find a place in 
the samsthda of the UJc/hya and the rest. And as an increase in the num* 
her of offerings would mean a corresponding increase in the quantity of 
the substance to be offered, the ArthavMa (containedin the word ‘ dhrtyaV) 
would be quite explicable in this case. As for the assertion, that ‘the 
quantity of soma-jmce would be increased by the addition of water,* — it is 
not admissible; because inasmuch as the sacrifice is laid down as to bo 
peHormed with tlie soma, no other substance could rightly be added to it’ 
without the authority of a direct scriptural declaration to the effect. Conse- 
quently under such circumstances, it would be the quantity of the soma 
itself that should have to be increased. But then, this increase cannot be 
either in the thickness of the bundles or in the number of joints (because 
of those two being restricted to ‘ ten-handfuls * and ‘ three joints * respective- 
ly) ; consequently, the only way in which the quantity of somafuice could 
be lawfully increased would be by getting hold of such pieces of the 
plant as have their joints at longer intervfils than is ox'dinarily the case; 
and in this manner Ave would have increased the quantity, and yet kept 
within bounds of the restrictions as to the measui^e of the soma, and also 
preserved the compatibility of the Context and the word * Dirghasoma ’ 
because the ‘ length ’ of the pieces of the creeper would justify us in call- 
ing the ‘ soma * itself ‘ long,’ 

SUtra (30): Objection : The eulogy would be equally meaningless 
in both cases.”] [Reply:] 

SUtra (31) : It would be quite applicable (to the case of the 
samsthas) ; because of {the restrictions) not being univer- 
ildly applicable. 

^me people explain the word as referring to the fact of 
the restrictious as to the quantity of soma not being always hononrei in 
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actual performance; — the sense being that the quantity of soma could be 
jjj( 5 jieased in ways other than that shown above. 

But this explanation cannot be admissible; because such increase 
would be impossible in the case of such sacrifices as the Satra and tlie 
Ahina, Conseqtiently the word ^anityatvM ’ must be taken as referring to 
the absence of restrictions in regard to the exact quantity of soma to be 
used in the Ahhyuha laid down in tho sentence ‘ Avii^ishtdmmgimihhyu- 
het: 

Or the word may be taken as embodying the reply in accordance with 
the Sawsthddhikarana (III — vi — 41 et seq.)^ — to one who would bring for- 
ward against the Siddhanti the fact of his theory involving a contrn dic- 
tion of the Context ; — the sense of the reply being that tbe * nitya * (/?/o- 
tishfoma) does not take in the Dirghasoma (ou account of the sub-context of 
the samsthSs being distinct from that of the Jyotishtoma itself). 

In regard to the sentence ‘ f.Hfyasawawg there is a 

difference of opinion; as this ‘aw^n* (portion) has also got to betaken 
out of the same soma. Consequently the only means that we could rea- 
sonably have for the increasing of the soma would be by taking such 
pieces as have the joints at longer intervals. 

For this imson also, the ‘joining together’ should find place in 
the later saimtMs (of the Jyotishtoma). 

Then again, the place of the ‘ joining together * should he restricted to 
these samsthds alone. Because the woi'd ‘ Dirghasoma ’ applies to every one 
of the SoTna^sacr^ceSf except the Agnishtoma ; and also because like the 
declaration ‘ ya SiSnUy etc,^ the word applies to the later samsthiis (of the 
Jyotishtoma) as well as to the other Soma sacrifices. 

That is to say, we find that in the sentence ‘ ya itena anishtvd^nyena 
yojela ’ (' one who should perform another sacrifice without having previ- 
ously performed this Agnishforna sacrifice’), the word 'anyBna ’ refers, not 
only to the later samsthiis of the Jyotishtoma^ but to all sacrifices other than 
the Aginshtoma*, and in the same manner, the word ‘ Birp/iasoma' also 
would apply to aU sacrifices other than the Agnishtoma ; and as such it 
could not be restricted to the later samsthds alone, on the sole authority of 
the Context; specially as these samsthas, being the Vikrtis oi the Jyofish- 
toma^ could be completed by the help of the declaration ‘ Prakptivadvtkrtik 
kartavyd^^ und as such having no requirements^ they could not have a 
Context of their own. And further, we find that the ‘ joining together ’ is 
not enjoined, after the mention of any such accessory of the Original sacrifice 
{Jyotishtoma) as has been taken np for the occasion; because it falls 
within the details of the Jyotishtoma which is the first to bo enjoined. 

For the following reason also, there can be no distinct Context 
relating to the samsthds \ In all cases the Context ceases oh being inter- 
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rupted by something not connected with its subject ; and hence when these 
^samsthas) have been once interrupted by the details oi ilne Jyotishtmna, 
there is no idea of the continuous relationship of these (with the ‘ joining 
together '). 

That is to say, if the ^joining together ’ wore mentioned in the snb. 
context (of the samstMs)^ after the Jlkhtya and the other samstMs had 
been enjoined, tlien we could have admitted of the Context (relating to 
these saynsthils) . As a matter of fact, Iiowever, we find that, in accordance 
wdth the Samsthfidhikarana (III- — vi— 41 et seq,), the continuity of the 
samsth^s is broken by the intervening mention of such details of the 
Jyotishfoma as do not pertain to Uie samsthdn ; and hence the ‘ joining to- 
gether * cannot be said to be included in the Procedure of the sa?n«^Aas. 
Consequently w'e have neither the authority of the Context, nor that of 
Position or Order, for taking the ‘ joining together * with the samsthUs ; 
and in fact, its connection with them is indicated by the Sy ntactcial Connec- 
tion (of the sentence under consideration) ; and we find that this sentence 
actually connects the ‘joining together’ as much with the sainsthds as with 
all sacrifices other than the Jyotufmia, Consequently it must be taken as 
belonging to all the Soma- sacrifices (with the single exception of tlic 
Jgnishtoma). 



ADHIKARANA (12). 

[The prohibition of the Pravargy refers to the First Performance. ) 

8utra{3&): “The sentence mentioning the number would apply 
to the whole sacrifice ; because of the Context. ” 

The Pravargya is mentioned without reference to any particular sacri- 
fice, in the sentence ^ yat pravargy am pravrnjanti* ; and it is only by the 
syntactical connection of sucli sentences as * piirastddupasadnm praimrgyan- 
cajtanti * t»»at it becomes connected with a sacrifice ; and this Pravargya 
betakes itself to the Jyotishtoma^ in accordance with the Sutra ITT — vi — 2 ; 
specially as it is only in connection with this latter sacrifice that the Upa- 
sads are laid down ; and by the time that these would go over to the 
vikrtis, on the strength of Infei ence, the Pravargya would also go to them. 
It is for this reason that the Bhdshya has said — JyotishpomS pravargy am 
prakrtya qruyatB (tliough in reality the Pravargya is not mentioned iii the 
Context of JyoHshtoma), 

Or it may be that, — inasmuch as in the KaushUaki-Brdhmam, it is 
in ihe^ Jyatishtoma-Conteivt that we find the Pm-rari/ya laid down, in a 
certain order of sequence,— the B/idtf%a-statemenb is based upon a rofo]’- 
ence to this fact. 

In regard to this Pravargya^ it is declared — ‘ na prathame yajnB 
pravpijyat * (‘one should not perform the Pravargya in the first sacrifice ^). 

And with reference to this last sentence there arises a doubt as to 
whether ^the expression ‘First Sacrifice’ refers to the Jyotishfoma with all 
its samsfhds and all its various developments, or to only the ^rsfperform- 
tfnee of that sacrifice. 

And on this, we have the following 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

“(1) Because the expression is co-extensive with 'sacrifice'; (2) 
“ because the word prathama (‘ first *) is distinctly found to be synony- 
“ inous with the ‘ Jyotishtoaiaf as found in the sentence * Bsha vdva pra- 
yajndndm yajjyottsh^omah' ; (3) because the sentence *ya etena 
anXshpvHf etc/ shows Hint the Jyotishtoma is the sacrifice to be performed 
“ before all other sacrifices, which shows that the word ‘ First ’ applies to 
“ that sacrifice ; (4) and because of the indications by the Context (in which 
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the sentence under consideration occurs),— [the expression * First Saori- 
“fice* should bo taken as referring to the whole of the JyotUhfoma]. 

“ Ohjection : ‘ If we take the expression asrefemng to the First Per- 
'^formance of the Jyotishtoma (viz. the Agnishtoma) only, that also would 
“ be quite in keeping with the Context.* 

** Reply : How could that be in keeping with the Context, when even 
though the Prohibition of the Pravargya^ like the prohibitions of the 
“ Homa, Dana^Ptiha, etc., for the initiated person applies, through Context, 
“to the whole of the Jyotishtoma, by syntactical connection, itia 
“ sought to be taken along with only one performance of it (the First), and 
“ the Context is left wholly inoperative ? 

“Then again, as a matter of fact, the fact of the prohibition in 
“ question applying to the whole Jyotishtoma is also indicated by Syntactical 
“ Connection ; and then, if there were any sacrifice capable of being ptu- 
“ formed (i.e. even before the Jyotishtoma), — then alone could the 
“ Prohibition not be taken as pertaining exclusively to the Jyotishfomu. 
“ As a matter of fact, however, there is no such other sacrifice ; conse- 
“ queutly, the Syntactical Comiection could not but be taken as referring 
“ to the Jyotishtoma, which is found to be the only sacrifice capable of 
first performance*, and this not affecting the Context adversely, would 
“ it still involve its contradiction P 

“ For these reasons, for the sake of the Context also, it must he 
“admitted that the sentence in question, containing the mention of the 
“ number * first, ^ refers to the Jyotishfoma'^ 

SIDDHANTA. 

Sutra (33): ll {the * mrst is conditionally relative, through 

the connection of the Performer; because the Indicative Power 
{of the tmrd) is actually determined by that. 

If the word ^Frathamu' (‘First’) were a name of the Jyotishtoma it- 
self, ti^en what has been said in the Parvapnksha would be quite admis- 
sible. As a matter of fact, however, it is found to be expressive of the 
Performance. 

That is to say, what the word ‘ Prathama * actually denotes is thaf 
operation of the Peiformer which precedes all his other operations, and not 
any particular Action ; and it is only by its connection with the said opera- 
tion that it comes to be applied to the Action also ; but this too would 
be possible when the Action would be undergoing such an operation as 
that pointed out. Specially as when one is found to be going on with the 
second and subsequent performances (of the Jyotishtoma), Ke is not spoken 
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of as ‘performing the first*; nor is one, who is not actually pe?/ormm^ 
a sacrifice, called * the performer of the first sacrifice.’ 

Tims then, the word ‘ First ’ having been shown to be denotative of the 
first operation, if it be applied, by indirect indication, to that which has 
that (firstness) as its qualification (the Jyotishtoma sacrifice f. i.), then 
that would involve a certain degree of remoteness (of the word) from its 
objective ; and this remoteness can be admissible only in such cases whei*o 
no syntactical connection is found to be possible without it;— e.g. in the 
sentence ^ B$ha vUva prathamo yajn&n&niy &c,* In the case in question, 
however, we do not find the character of ‘First’ incapable of being taken 
as the ground of the Prohibition (of Pravargya) ; consequently, it would 
be only after having superseded this previous denotation of the word, 
that we could apply it to the sacrifice (Jyotuhtonia), even in coarse of its 
first performance ; and under the circumstances, the chances of its being 
applicable to the other performances (by the same sacrificer) would be 
very much remoter indeed ! 

Objection : “ In that case the first performance of any and every 
“sacrifice would come to be the condition of the Prohibition in ques* 
tion. ” 

Beply : Such would have been the case, if the sentence in question 
were an Injunction, As a matter of fact, however, it is a Prohibition ; 
and as such requires a declaration of the possibility of that which it 
prohibits; and not finding any possibility of the performance of the 
Pravargya, either in the ordinary actions of the world, or in the oourse 
of such Vedic actions, as Study of the Vedas, Kindling of the Fire, Agni* 
hotra, DaTQa^PttrnamUtsa, and the like, —it naturally leaves these actions, 
alone, and betakes itself to the Soma-saciafices, through the capability 
(of these latter, of having the Pravargya performed in their wake). And 
among these too, it is to the Jyotishtoma that it betakes itself, in accor- 
dance with the law of the Andrabhyavcida ; and of that again, only to- 
the yerj first performance^ because of the word ^ prathama' 

Consequently the relative term ‘First’ must be taken as with refer- 
ence to the second and subsequent performances of the same sacrifice 
(the Jyotishtoma) ; as these would be most near the First Perfor- 
mance, as well as of the same kind with it. Otherwise, if it were made 
relative to other sacrifices further removed from the First Performance 
the tTyoHehtoma), then that would involve a great remoteness of the 
relationship. 

For these reasons, we must reject the Context, and taking our stand 
upon Syntactical Connection, hold the Prohibition of the Pravargya to 
apply to the First Performance only of the Jyotishtoma (i.e. only to the 
Agnishtoma-portion of it). 

157 
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In the Taittiriya text, we find a further Injunction of the Pravargyu^ 
in the sentence ‘ AgmshfoniB prav)^ahti* With regard to this there is a 
diversity of opinion. 

(1) Some people declare thus: “If tliis further Injunction be taken 
as referring to the Second and aabseqnent performances, then, inasmuch 
as we have never found any Prohibition of the Pravargya with reference 
to these performances (the aforesaid Prohibition distinctly referring to the 
‘ First Performance*), the injunction of its performance in connection 
with the other performances would be contained in the previous sentence, 
* yat pravargayam pravrnjantV \ and the further Injunction would be a 
useless repetition. Consequently it must be taken as referring to tlie 
Pirst Performance (of the JyotisMoma) ; and thus the Prohibition under 
question, being set aside by this subsequent Injunction, would find scope 
for itself in the ‘ first perfonnance * of another sacrifice (other than the 
Agniehtoma). ** 

But this is not admissible ; because the Agnishtoma exists as the sams- 
th& (the first to he performed), in connection with other sacrifices also. 
Mor is the epithet ^ first ’ free to be applied to any sacrifice ; because we 
have the Direct Declaration — ‘ Ya BtBna anishfvdt etc * — whicli restricts it 
to the JyotisMoina alone,— and the name ‘ Prathamayajimh * (‘ First sacri- 
fice*) means * that sacrifice which is the first to be performed,’ and as 
such cannot apply to any sacrifice other than the JyoHshtoma^ 

(2) In view of this, some people offer the following explanation : 
“ The Prohibition applies to the ‘ first performance * of the Atirdtra-sec- 
tion of the JyoUsh(oma, and the subsequent Injunction applies to the 
Agnishtoma. Because the AHriitra also is laid down, as the ‘first to be 
perfonned ’ in certain cases, in the sentence ^Tasrndt prathamam yajamdno 
HrdtrBna yajBtaJ Thus then, we find that the Prohibition (referring, in 
general terms, to the ‘ First performance *) is common to both (the Atirdtrc 
and the Agnishtoma)., while the later Injunction applies particularly to 
the Agnishtoma only ; consequently in regard to this latter sacrifice, it ii> 
the Injunction that is the more authoritative. ” 

But even this explanation is not admissible ; because, inasmuch as 
the name ‘ Agnishtoma * also is common to many other performances and 
sacrifices, the Injunction in question cannot but be regarded as common 
to all these (and not particularly to the Agn%sht<ma of the Jyotishtoma) . 

(3) In view of all this, the third alternative proposed is the follow- 
ing ; The Prohibition oi the Pravargya is always applicable to the ‘first 
performance * of the Atirtitra, and being alternatively optional with regard 
to the Ag7n8htomat in connection with this latter, it is both prohihitod and 
enjoined. 

Against tins explanation, some people bring forward the following 
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objections : “ What is here said would have been quite possible, if tlie 
"sentence ^na prathamayajnB^ etc.' were a real Prohibition ; as a matter of 
“fact, however, all such sentences are mere ParyudUms (partialpreclu- 
'^sions), aswillbeshownjin AdbyayaX, under the sidra ^ apioii vdkija- 
' ; and we find that the sentence does not form part (syntacti* 
“cally) of the sentence dealing with the Agnishtoma. if the sense of the 
“ sentence be explained as that ‘ the Pravargya is to be performed in that 
''Agnishtoma which is not the first to he performed' (the ' ti a' being takeji 
'‘with ' prathmiayapiS^' and not with ^ pravrnjanti'), — then, inasmuch as 
“ this |)erformability will have been laid down in that general Injunction 
pravargyam praornjantV)^ its injunction in yet another sentence 
AgnishtoniB pravrnakti') would be altogether useless. Consequently, 
“the sentence na prathamayajnSf etc.*) must be taken as connected with 
“ (and following in the wake of) the said general Injunction, — thereby mean- 
ing that ‘ thepravargya that is performed should be in that which is mt- 
"jirst ' ; and thereby the upshot of it comes to be that the }yrohihition of 
“ the Pravargya applies to the Atirtitra. Then again, one and the same 
“ sentence cannot be taken as connected with both the sentences (relating 
“ to the Aiirfitra and the Agnishtoma) ; as it has all its requirements 
“fulfilled by the connection of a single sentence. Thus then, there being 
“ no exception to the Injunction of the Pravargya in connection with the 
Ag^iishfoma, it should be performed, without fail, along with that sacri- 
“ficc (and not optionally as explained above).’’ 

To these objections, the following reply is given ; What is here de- 
clared would have been quite possible, if the sentence in question w(3re a 
Paryudasa (partial preclusion) ; but as a matter of fact, it cannot be m 
Paryudasa ; as in that case, it could not be taken as connected (syntactically ) 
with another sentence ; while such connection of it you have yourself 
proved, with reference to the sentence mentioning the Agnishtoma ; and as 
regards the sentence mentioning the Atirdtra^ it would be connected with 
this sentence also, if it wore uttered at the time of the fulfilling of the re- 
{piirements of the Procedure of the Atirdtra ; but this you have omitted 
to mention. And as a matter of fact, the method of the injunctions of all 
is similar ; and we do not find any proliibition in tlie sub-con- 
text, and the sentence cannot be taken as connected with the words 
‘ Prakxtivad vihfti^ kartavyd ' as used with reference to the AtirUtra^ which 
separated from it by the intervention of all the other sentences dealing 
with the Jyotishtoma. Consequently, the sentence must be taken as a 
Prohibition (and not as a Parynddsa)^ exactly like the sentence — ‘ the Pra- 
yftjas are not performed along with the Papw-sacrifice.’ 

Objection : “ Even if it were a Prohibition, it could only be taken ns 
“ applying to the original sacrifice (the Jyotishfoma)'' 
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Beply : Sach would be the case, only if its application to the Modi- 
fications were not possible ; as a matter of fact, inasmuch as such ap- 
plication depends solely upon the possibility of the performance, it occnr s 
in both (the original sacrifice as well as its modifications), irrespective of 
the fact of its applying to the one by Direct Injunction, and to the 
other by Indirect Implication; and in support of this we could bring 
forward the contention contained in the Suttra III— vi— 2. 

Objection : “ What you assert could be reasonable, only if it served 
“ the same purpose in connection with both (the Original and its Modifiea- 
“ tion) ; as a matter of fact, however, it serves distinct purposes ; as with 
“reference to the Original {Jyotishtoma) it is wholly optional; while with 
“ reference to the AtirUtra, the Prohibition is absolutely necessary.’’ 

jR'eply : It is not so ; as it will be shown under the sMra — ‘ Prath 
^Sdhah f)radBQB * n^rahhyavidhSnB ca prSptajfnatishiddhatvitd vikalpah yyat ’ 
(X — viii —1 ). Then again^ inasmuch as a Prohibition of that whose perfor- 
mance is not possible without a scriptural Injunction, would not be possibh*, 
without having presupposed the possibility of such performance,— the 
Prohibition itself would necessitate the assumption of the said Injutu;* 
tion. And if the existence of this latter be once accepted, then, inas- 
much as both the Injunction and the Prohibition would be equally scrip- 
tural, both would be equally authoritative ; and consequently there would 
always be an option with regard to the AtirlWra, Thus then, on aoconnt 
of the fact of its being mentioned twice, and of the difference in the time 
of the application of the Direct Declaration and the Indirect Implication, 
it would be by far the most reasonable to take the Prohibition as pertain- 
ing to the Original sacrifice (the Jyotishtoma), 

Objection : “ Such being the case, inasmuch as the injunction (of 

“the Pravargya) in connection with the original sacrifice would have 
“ been supplied by the sentence — ‘ aynishtomB j>ravrn<tkti ’ — the former 
“ sentence yat pravargyam pravrnjantV) which does not occur in the con- 
“ text of any particular sacrifice, would be totally useless,** 

Beply ; This objection does not hold ; because while this latter sen- 
tence {"yat pravargijam, etc ') would serve as the Originative Injunction 
(of the Prav&rgya)^ the other sentence AgnishtomS pravrnakti * ) would 
lay down its particular application (thus serving as its Viniyogavidhi) ; 
and thus tbei'e would be two distinct purposes served by the two sentences. 
Or, the sentence ^ yat pravargyam^ etc, * could be taken as serving the pur- 
pose of laying down the Pravargya in connection with the sacrijicee other 
than the Agmshtama, 

Objection: **In that case, the sentence ^ yat pravargyamj etc' would 
“ be swallowed up by the subsequent sentence AgnishtomJBi etc.')," 

Beply : Such swallowing or recapitulation would be by no means pos* 
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sible. Because only tliat general assertion is swallowed up by the particular 
one, which, by itself incapable of being directly connected with a sacrifice, 
happens to be, somehow or other, connected with it indirectly,— e.g. the 
mi mber ‘seven teen’. While in the case in question we find that the sen- 
tence ‘ yat pravargyam, by itself, is capable of being directly connected 
with the sacrifice ; and as such, it does not deserve to be swallowed up. For 
this reason too, it would appear to pertain to the modifications {oi the 
JyoHshtonia), And in that case, the sentence ‘no pratharnayajne * could 
very well be taken along with the sentence ‘ yat pravargyam, etc' ; and 
consequently, the non-perfoi-mance of the Pravargya would be absolutely 
necessary, in connection with the first performance of the AtirMra ; while 
in connection with the Affnishfoma, it would be its performance that would 
he absolutely necessary ; as in regard to this latter, the Pravargya forms 
the object of the sole Injauotion (‘ AgnishtomS^ *); specially as it has 
already been shown that the Prohibitive sentence (‘na praihamayajnh^ 
etc,') is not capable of being taken along with the sentence dealing 
with the Aynishtoma AgnishtomS, etc.'). 

The following conclusions are what appear to be the outcome of all 
this discussion : The sentence ‘ yah pravargyam^ etc.' does not betake itself 
to anywhere else except the original sacrifice. For if it did so, it would be- 
take itself also to the Is/ifi, Pai^ahandha and the other wholly lieteTOgeneous 
sacrifices, which as a matter of fact it cannot do ; as in that case the 
restnetiou of its position, in the sentence ^ purastddnpasadtim' (before the 
IJpasads) , would not be compatible; consequently it could apply only to 
ihat sacrifice where we could have the Vpasads) so, on account of the 
difference in the time of the possibility of its performance, — inasmuch 
as we have the Upasads in the original (JyoHshtoma) sacrifice, — ^tho 
Pravargya would apply to it, even without the further declaration (in the 
.sontence ' AgnishtomS, etc, '); and it does so all the more, because of this 
additional Direct declaration. And we have already shown under the 
" Oaturdhd^^haraniidhikarana ' (III — i— 23 et seq.)^ that there is a swallow- 
ing up of such sentences, even when their relationship to a generic factor 
iii distinctly cognisable. 

For these reasons, the two sentences being an Originative Injunction 
and an Injunction of Application respectively, they cannot be taken as the 
mere repetitions of each other. 

Such being the case, the sentences would be actually connected with 
those sacrifices, in whose Context the Pravargya will be found to be men- 
tioned, Thus then, if out of both the sentences ya^ pravargyam^ etc.' and 
' Agnishtom^^ etc, ’) we could get the same sense that ‘ the Pravargya is to be 
[Jerformed in the Agmshfoma,*-— then these would be quite reconcilable 
with the sentence ‘na prathamayajfiB., etc,,' which latter would mean that 
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* the Pravargya is to be performed in that Agmshfoma which ts not thefint 
to he performedf* and thus this latter sentence being a Paryudasa, ty, 
non-performance of the Pravargya would be absolutely necessary in all 
‘ First Performances. * 

For these reasons, we must explain the Stddhanta in the following 
manner : The sentence * yah p'avargyamy etc,' having been shown to be 
applicable to the original sacrifice, the sentence * AgnishtomS pravri^hti ' 
found to be of no other use, comes to be taken as calculated to serve the 
purpose of pointing out the occasional allowability of what has been pro. 
hibited ( the sense of the sentence being that though the performance of 
the Pravargya has been prohibited in regard to all ‘ First Performances ’ 
yet if it be performed along with the Agnistitoma, which also is a * First 
performance’ , that would be allowable). 

OhjecHon : “It has been shown above that the sentence ‘ na prathama- 
yajnB etc . * is not a prohibition.” 

Reply i We take it as a prohibition, for the purpose of making out 
some use for the sentence ‘ agniahtame, etc. * ; and specially as it has been 
shown that the sentence cannot be taken as Paryudtisay along with tliis 
latter sentence. Nor does the sentence ‘ yahpravargyani, etc.’ apply only to 
those sacrifices that are not Agmshfoma ; when tlio sentence could be taken 
as a Paryudasa referring to that. Consequently both the sentences must, 
be taken as applying to the Agnishfoma, 

Consequently, even if the sentence under consideration bo a Paryudasa ^ 
yet, on account of the denotative power of the two sentences, we must 
accept both (performance and non-performance of the Pravargya) as 
optional alternatives. Because, if we had its performance in all cases (iu 
accordance with the Injunction ‘ Agmshfamey etc, ’), then the Paryudtisa (' na 
prathamayajne, etc, would become wholly useless; while if we had no 
performance of it at all (in accordance with this latter sentence), then the 
former Injunction would be useless. 

Thus then, we find that the necessity of taking the two as optional 
alternatives, for fear of which you had recourse to the theory of Paryudasa^ 
is found to remain also when the is accepted. Consequently, 

it is far more reasonable to accept the sentence as a Prohibition y as is in- 
dicated by the words themselves. 

Thus then, we come to conclude that it is in the First Performance oj 
the Agnishfoma that we have both optional alternatives (the Prohibition 
applying to it on account of its being a ‘first performance,’ while the 
Injunction does so on account of its being the Agnishfoma), Then too 
when we meet with such a declaration, as — ‘ f a ^rotriya happens to he 
a Teacher of Vedas, he must perform the Pravargya^ then in that case 
inasmuch arS the sentence AgnishtomBy etc.’) which makes the Pravargya^ 
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perfomance allowable in the Agnishtoma, and which is the sole ground 
for the optional alternative, comes to refer to a particular perfor- 
mer (the ^protnya who is a teaclier of Fedas),— the optional alternative 
(that of the performance of the Pravargya in the Agnishloma) would hold 
good only for that performer; while for all others, the only course 
admissible would be nerer to perform the Pravargya in the Agnishtoma, 

Question : “Is a non^^rotruja (one who has not read the Veda) ever 
“entitled to the performance of Vedic sacritices,— that it should have 
“ been considered necessary to qualify the performer as ‘a pro/nya’? ** 
Answer ' : It is quite true that when a word is found to express something 
that is already known, the use of that word, for the sake of expressing 
that alone, is considered useless; consequently the force of the word 
^Crotriya* must be taken ns pointing to the excellent Croiriya; e.g. 
in the sentence ‘ the girl should be given to a handsome man,’ the word 
‘ handsome ’ is taken in the sense of ‘handsomer.’ The mention of the word 
^amlcdna* (Teacher of Vedas) is meant to preclude the Vaigya and 
the Kshattfiya ; as, though they are entitled fo be Qrotriyas^ yet they can 
never be ‘Teachers.’ 

What has been said above applies to the case of the AtirSHra also. 
In this case we find that the prohibition ‘wa prathamayajnB, etc,* is quite 
applicable to it ; and then not being Agnishtomn^ it is not subject to the 
declaration of the allowability of the performance (in the sentence ^Agnisk- 
tome, etc.’); consequently it comes to be concluded that the ‘Pravargya 
should never be performed in the Atirdtra,’ 

As for the other modifications (of the Jyotishtoma), inasmuch as 
none of these Avould bo ‘fii’st performances,’ the Prohibition could not 
apply to them; and hence it would be absolutely necessary to pei’fojm 
the Pravargya iii connection with these. 

Objection: “Inasmuch as the Prohibition ‘Wo prathamayajnB, etc* 
“would indiiectly apply to those other modifications as well,-— and 
“they would not liave the character of the Agnishimnuf which is the only 
“ condition of the allowability of the Prarar^ya-pcr/omawce, — there should 
“ never be a performance of the Pravargya, at the first performances of 
“ these sacrifices.” 

Reply: It is not so; because the word ^prathama* First*) by it- 
self, applying to that which precedes all others, could never apply (even 
indirectly) to those modifications. 

Thus then, it is established that the Prohibition contained in the 
sentence under consideration (‘ 9m jpra^^amai/q/n^efc.’) refers to the First 
performance of the simple Jyotishtoma by itself. 



ADHIKARANA (18). 

[The grinding of Pusha’s share is to be done afc the Vihrti sacrifices.] 

SUtra (34): The grindingf of Pusha*s share is recognised as 
pertaining to the ectypes; because it is not enjoined with 
regard to the archetypes. 

[In connection with the Darpa^PUrnamfisa^ we find the sentence 
Tuamdt PUshS^ praptshtdbhQgah^ adatkohi sd^ (‘Thus then Pushau has liis 
share ground, because he is without teeth ’) ; and in regard to this there 
arises the question as to whether this grinding is to be done in tbo 
Vikrti sacrifice or in the Prakrfi.] And on this question we Irave a 
conflict between Syntactical Connection and Context; and lienee, in 
accordance with the ‘Law of the Joining- together,’ III — iii— 24 fd seg.)^ 
it is clear that the Grinding is to be done in the Vikrti ; and the subject 
is yet introduced again, simply with a view to serve as the introduction 
to the next Adhiharana, 



ADHlKARAN^l (14). 

(The Grinding of Pasha's share applies only to the Rice.] 
PtTRVAPAKSHA. 

Sutra (35) : “ The grindingf applies to all ofifering materials 
equally ; because of non-distinction." 

[“ Whatever may bo the particular material to be offered to Pushan, 
bp it Rice, or Cake, or the Animal Body, — it is necessary to jrrind it ; as 
no distinction has been made in the sentence laying down the Grinding, 
as to the particular material to which it should apply.**] 

SIDDHANTA. 

HUtra (36) : But it should apply to the grain only ; because 
in the case of the Cake* it is necessarily implied by the 
useful purpose served by it ; and in the case of the animal 
body, it could not apply to it, because of incongruity. 

Some people miufht urge that~“ Inasmuch as the Cake could be 
made even if the grinding done wore of tho ordinary kind (not tlie Vedic 
one), the Vedic grinding could not bo necessarily implied by tho very 
uature of the Cake and tho purpose served by tho grinding (as declared 
in the Sutra)." 

To this we make the following reply: By the word * artha* we 
mean the help accorded to tl»e original sacrifice; of this help, in the ori- 
ginal sacrifice, the means of accomplishment has been found to consist of 
tho grindings and this previously-cognised grinding implies the same in 
the Cake also. 

In the case of the animal body, there would bo a deficiency in the 
<?haracter of tiie Primary offering. Because tho primary offering has 
been recognized as being in the shape of the Hearty etc. ; and this couhl 
he done only by cutting these limbs out of tho body. But when the body 
would be ground down, the necessary shapes would be no longer there, 
and so the offerings could not be cut out off the masses of those shapes. 
Ifiven though it might be possible to make those shapes out of the 
pounded mass of flesli, yet in this case tho names ‘ Hejirt * and tlie rest 
158 
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would apply to these newly-shaped masses of flesh only secondarily,-, 
just like the name * gavaya * to the animal made of clay ; and that 
causes a deficiency in the offering. Then again, we have the declaration 
that ‘ the piece is to be cut out from that region in which it has been 
torn from the body * ; and when the Heart, etc. have been ground down, it 
could not be known by which particular part it had been torn from the 
body of the animal. 

Thus then we find that it is only in the case of the Grain (or Rice), 
that the grinding does not cause any deficiency in the offering material, 
and that it is not necessarily implied by the purposes served by it ; conso- 
quently we conclude that the grinding laid down should be taken iVH 
applying to the Grain. 

Objection : “ Inasmuch as the condition that has been laid down for 
the grinding — viz. the absence of teeth— is applicable to all kinds of 
“ offerings, the grinding in question becomes applicable to the Gdko and 
“ the Animal Body also, the Cuttings of the Pieces and its attendant 
“accessories should be offered after being ground down (the grinding 
“ being done after the limbs have been cut out). Nor do we find th^^ 
“ grinding ‘ necessarily implied* (in the case of the Gake) or ‘ incompat- 
“ ible* (in the case of the Animal body)'* 

Reply : Inasmuch as the actual offering of the limbs is laid down as 
following immediately after their cutting out^ it could not be proper to inter- 
rupt this immediate sequence by bringing in the grinding in the middle; 
specially as the sentence ‘ because he is without teeth,* which appears to 
be the statement of a reason, is meant to be a mere Praise, as we shall 
show later on. 

Consequently, the Injunction must be taken to be of the grinding of 
that alone wliicli happens to be in due order for it. 

When the sentence under consideration is taken with reference to 
each of the three kinds of offering materials, it leads to the following 
conclusions: (1) in regard to the Oafee, being necessarily implied by its 
usefulness, the mention of grinding would be the mere recallingof a previ- 
ous fact ; (2) in regard to the Grain, it would serve as laying down the 
allowability of the grinding in this particular case (of the offering being 
meant for Pitshan) ; (3) and in regard to the Animal-Body, it could only 
be taken as the injunction of something wholly new. And certainly, a 
single sentence could never be rightly taken in three diverse forms. 
Consequently, it being necessary to take it in a single form, we naturally 
accept the second of the above three forms ; because it is the simplest of 
the three, and serves a distinctly useful purpose. 

Thus then it m establish^ that the grinding applies to the Chain 
only. 
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SUtra, (37) : Objection : ** In the case of the Grain also.** 

[In the caao of the Chain also, we find that the word ‘ Cam' (‘cooked 
grain*) is applicable only when each grain is distinctly visible and cooked ; 
and if it were to be ground and then cooked, then we would have, not 
distinct gu’aiiis, but a single mass of cooked flour, wliicli would lead to as 
great an ‘ incongruity’ as the grinding of the Animal Body,^ 

Stttra (38) : Reply : “ Not so ; because it is the name of a pecu> 
liarly-cooked preparation.” 

There is no incongruity of purpose in the case of the Grain, Because 
the condition of all things is determined by ordinary experience; and it is 
a matter of ordinary experience that it is a cerfcaiii cooked preparation 
that is called ‘ Oaru * (cooked grain). 

That is to say, though the wonl ‘ Cam, * is used in the sense of the 
‘(‘boked rice’ and ‘ bread ,* — yet inasmuch as one and the same word 

< ould not rightly be accepted as having more than one signification, we 
take the word * Cam' as signifying that element wliich is comiiioii to the 
‘ cooked rice’ and the ‘ bread ’ ; and that element consists in the fact of the 
(1) water in which it has been cooked not being thrown away, (2) in that 
of its being hot inside, and (3) in that of its being thoroughly well 
■cooked. 

The Bhashya says — ^pnlcshoktam phalam ' — (‘the use of the inquiry lies 
ill what has been shown to be the conclusion in each case, —according to 
the Purvapaksha the grinding is done to all offering materials, while 
.‘iccording to the Siddhantuj it is done to tho Caruouly'). But this is 
not much of a use explained, as regards the P Ur ropaksha^— the principal 
end of which lies, not in the application of grmding to tlie Cake, but 
in that of applying it to the Animal Body, — though, it is true, that the 
case of both is almost identical. 



ADHIKARANA (15). 


[The Grindintj of FnsJia^s Share finds place only in that Oarn which is 
dedicated to Pushan alone,] 

Sutra (39): (There should be a grinding of the Caru) only 
when there is one (Deity); heeanse (the mention of 
f/rindinf/ is) connected with one (Deity) only. 

Now then, there arises the question as to whether tln^ Grinding is to 
be done also when the offering of that Caru is meant for two Deities — 
Indra and Pushan,— or only when it is meant for Pushan alone. And 
as the question is subject to the principles arrived at under the ‘ Oatunihn- 
karana" and the * ludr apt ta' Adhikarana (HI — i— 26 et seq., and III — ii 
—27 et seq.), — we (omit tlie Pfirvapaksha and ) stnrt off with tlie — 

SIDDHANTA. 

Inasmuch as we find the sentence, under coirside ration, which lays 
down the grinding^ speakinf^ of Pushan alone as having his ‘ share ground,’ 
the Grinding would apply to that Oarn alone which is dedicated to 
(and meant foi') Pushan only. 

SUtra (40) : Also because of the incongruity involved in the 
particular action (when applied to any other t arn). 

For the following reason also, the grinding should l>e done only to that 
Oaru which is meant for Pushan alone ; — In the case of the Caru meanf* 
for two deities (Pushan and Indra), would you grind the whole of it ot 
only half ? If the latter, then the cooking of it would be deranpjed ; and 
if the former, the two shares would get hopelessly mixed up. 

That is to say, if only half of the Gani, were ground and the other 
half left ungronnd, the ground half would become cooked very much 
sooner than the other half; consequently, if the whole thing would be 
removed from the oven as soon as the ground half would bo ready cooked, 
then the other half would remain uncooked ; while if we were to wait for 
this latter to become ready cooked {before removing the vessel from the 
oven), then by that time the ground half would become melted off in a 
single ma.ss (of flour). A careful and neat method of cookinir makes even 
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g ‘ cooked rice ' of the ground grain also ; but this would be absolutely 
impossible in the way suggested (by the PUrvapahsha). It miglit be 
suggested that the portion consisting of whole Rice should be put upon 
the fire first, and when that should have become half- cooked, then the 
jrround half would be put in (and then the two portions would be ready 
}>y the same time). But in that case the simultaneity of the cooking 
of Ihe offering material (meant for the two deities conjointly) would 
disappear. Then, lastly, if for the .sake of Pushan^ Indra’s share were 
also ground, then the two shares would get hopelessly mixed up; and if 
the portion of one Deity happened to be offered to nuother, that would 
mean a great anomaly in the sacrifice. 

Objection : “ What yon say now would apply to your theory also, ms 
regards those offei‘ings that are meant for two Deities conjointly. He- 
“cause in the ease of the Garu, or the mu/ /iody, or the CaA'c, being 
“ offered to two Deities, — before the offei*ing is actually made, there is one 
“ whole mass of the substance to be offered ; and thus cerf aiuly there is a 
“mixture of the portions of various Deities. And in fact you admit of 
“this mixing up of the portions, — on the ground that there is no incon- 
“gniity in the mixed-up offerings being .simultaneously made to the joint 
“ Deities.” 

Rephj: This nou-incougruity would be po.ssiblo only in siicdi eases 
'where the sacrificial Details are such as are calculated to hel[) in the 
bringing about of the sacrificial Apurva (as we hold the (/rtmUny to be) ; 
a.s for you, on the otliei* hand, you hold thi.s griudmy to he something 
pertaining to the Deity (Puslian). 

Tiiat is to say, for u.s the Grindiny is meant to be an aid in the bring- 
ing about of the Api)rv<i of that sacrifice which has Pushan for its Deity; 
•Old hc'rice, inasmuch as .such an Apitrva would not be possible in the case 
of a sacrifice which wauild have two Deities, Grinding could never apply in 
juich case.s. In fact, in the (^ase of other kinds of offering materials also 
meant for two Deities, the conditions arc the same the {meuliaiities 
ni the material are meant to afd in the bringing about of the particular 
ApUrvas)\ and as such the Deity is always tlse secondary element. Consr?- 
<]uently, iuasmucli as there can be no repetition of the Principal factor for- 
the sake of the secondary, it is held that even in sneh cases (of two Deities ) 
the actual offering is nnule once only ; and hence the Portions of all the 
Deities (jointly) being offered all at once, there is no harm done by the 
^nixture (in the final Apurva, which is the only result of the offering, 
according to our view). For you, on the other hand, it is not possible to 
J^peak of the grinding as we have done {Le. as helping in the bringing 
^bout of the ApUrva ) ; and hence you must take it as due to the particu- 
lar Deity. And in that case, the Deities being the Principal elenimit. 
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«aoh would want its portion separately ; and the offering also would Imve 
to be made accordingly. And from the very beginning, it has been u 
settled fact that there is only one Portion (that meant for P&shan) that 
has to be ground ; and thus thei’e would be the anomaly in cooking I'as 
shown above). 

It may be suggested that — “ even that portion which is meant to be 
in whole graim of rice^ could be ground dosvn, for the sake of the uni- 
“formity in cooking.’* 

But in reply to this, we urge the following arguments: Until the 
Portions have been differentiated out of the whole mass of substance, we 
do not know how much of it is the portion of which Deity ; and as such till 
then there is no harm done by the mixing up, of the Portions. But when 
the differentiation has been made, inasmuch as the Portions could not be 
mixed up again unless we actually had a text authorizing such mixing up, 
it becomes absolutely necessary to offer the Portions separately : and in 
that case, if the portion of one Deity were offered to another, there would 
he a great anomaly in the sacrifice. 

Nor could it be urged that the two portions (the ground and the 
unground) would be cooked in separate vessels. Because the Veda lays 
down the Gar a as the material to be offered, in the words ‘ Oarnm^ etc.' 
where ‘ Carww’ being the object enjoined, its number (the singular) could 
not but he regarded as significant ; consequently if it were put into two 
vessels, there would be two Garus, which would involve a contradiction of 
tiie said .scriptural text. 

Thus then we conclude that the grimling could not but be incongruous, 
as regards the ‘ Oartt"* meant for two Deities ; and consequently it should 
not he performed in the case of such Cartis, 

[But upon the above we have the following arguments for the 

PURVAPAKSHA.] 

Sutra (41): ^*Even in a case where Pffshan is coupled with 
another Deity (we would have the Grinding); as the 
** presence of that Deity {PUshmi) is the only condition 
•‘(laid down for it).*' 

“We could have the grinding even in those cases wheie we had 
“ Pu.shan coupled with another Deity. Because if the grinding were laid 
“ down either for that offering which is meant for Pushan %lpne, oV for 
“that which forms part of the sacrifice to Pushan then, in that case, 
“ there could have been no gnnding in regard to the Oaru meant for two 
“ Deities, on account of its not being declared to be for that purpose. As 
a matter of fact, however, we find that the only condition laid down 
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“for the Grinding is the 'pres&nce of Pushan, and not any substance 
“ qualified by that Deity. Then, inasmucli as the character of the Deity 
•• of a sacrifi<!e is pe7'vasive (that is, tlie Deific character pervades as one 
‘'complete whole over both Deities in a Two-Deity sacrifice), though 
“ the sacrifice which has two Deities (Indra and Pushmi) could not he 
“ spoken of as ‘one qualified by Pushan as its Deity,’ yet by this it is not 
“ meant that either PUshan^ or his Portion^ does not exist in connection 
•‘with that sacrifice; as will be declared in connection with the Manat fi 
{in Adhyftya X.) that ‘though Agni is not its Deity, yet that does not 
“ mean that he does not inhere in it.* Consequently, even if the deific 
‘‘character does not belong to Piishan (in the case of the Two-Deity 
“ satu'ifices), as the only condition (for grinding) is the mere presmce of 
“ Pitshan, even when the Oaru would be meant for two Deities (India and 
“Pashau), — it is always cognized that half of it is the portion of 
“,Pfish«n alone, in accordance witli the conclusion arrived at under 
Sutra X— iii — 53; and thus when we would come to do the grinding of 
“ this portion of the Garu^ then, in accordance with the ‘ Law of 
“ K(\nsyahhoji (which makes it incumbent upon the Teacher to eat out 
“ of the KUnsya vessel, for the sake of his Pupil who is under a penance 
‘‘ which makes it necessaiy for him to eat out of such vessel, and for 
“ whom it is necessary to eat only of what has been left by his Teacher), 
“ as the condition of even that which may be the secondary factor might 
jilfect that of the otlier, the Portion of the other Deity also would come 
“to be ground, (for the sake of the grinding of Pusha’s portion) ; and 
“there would be nothing objectionable in this. If, however, it be found 
“undesirable to do something (the grinding of ludra’s portion) not 
“directly laid down, and it be concluded to grind only the Half meant for 
“ Pushan, — even then, the proper cooking of both (the ground and the un- 
“ ground grain) could be done by some clever stroke of the culinary art. 
“ Or, we could very leiritimately do away with the necessity of the minor 
“ details of the fact of the cooking of both being simultaneous, or that of 
“both being cooked in the same vessel; and thus we should do the 
"'grinding (of Pusha’s portion even in the case of the Oaru being meant 
“ for both Indra ai»d Pushan), 

“ It has been argued above (under Sntra 39) that ‘ the Laws of the 
“ Ohaturdhnkarann and that of Indrapita would apply to the case in ques- 
“tion (and the performance of the grinding would be limited by the 
“words of the seutence laying it down).’ And to this we make the 
“ following reply : As for the compound (in ^Indrapita') and the word 
“ formed by a nominal affix (i.e. * IgnBya ’), these can never appear in 
“connection with such words as are incapable of affoi’ding the sense 
“required; consequently in the case of the use of such words, we do not 
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admit the capability of the word expressive of one Deity refoning to 
“ that which belougs to two Deities. That is to say, in the case of the 
“ words ‘ Atjneyti' and ^Indraflta " we find that they are fully capable of 
“ referring to Agni and Indra respectively, and as such cannot; inanycaso 
“ refer to that which belongs to two Deities ; but in tlie sentence under 
“ consideration we find that the word ‘ Pasha ’ does not occur in a coin> 
“pound, (and hence there is no exclusive capability belonging to it); 
“ hence even though the compound ^Prapiahtahhogay is dependent upon 
“ something else, yot a rcfcrenoo to the Caru meant for two Deities doei^ 
“ not deprive the word ^Pushil' of any recognized capability ; and licncr 
“ there can be notliing objectionable in speaking of the offering meant /o, 
“ Indra and PUshan as ‘one meant for Pfishan.* 

Hiitra (42): ‘‘Also because we perceive an Indicative Force.*’ 

“ The reason (for grindintr) that is given is — ‘ because Piishan is with- 
“ out teeth ’ ; and this clearly indicates that the Orindtng depends upon, and 
“ is conditioned by, the Deity. And certainly Pfishan does not become 
“ endowed with teeth, when joined by another Deity ; hence the 
“condition (for grinding) remaining intact in the latter case also, if; is 
“ necessary to do the Grinding, Specially as it is thus alone that we 
“ could rcconcilu the followirnr declaration.s : ‘We should offer the Cam 
“ meant foi* Sonia snd PQ.shan, half of ivliich has been ground *; — ‘In tlie 
“case of two- Deity oUerings, half of the Cam should be ground and 
“ half unground.’ And that this is the right course is also indicated by the 
“fact of the presence of tlie Deity being laid down as the sole condition 
“ for having recourse to (ji'inding. 

SUtra (43): “If the sentence were an injunctive one, then we 
would have the Grinding of all (offering materials) ; and 
with reference to that (the unqualified Soma<Faushna offer- 
ing) the Grinding would be scripturally authorised ; and 
it would be of the Cara that there would be no Grinding; 
as there would be no use for it.*' 

“ (In regard to the sentence ^ somapaushnan carunnirvapBt nBmapish- 
“frm, efc.*) it might be argued that ‘inasmuch as it is an Injunctive 
“ sentence, the expres.sioii uBmapishtam could not have the desired indi- 
“ cative force ; in fact it would point to the contrary view,* And in vieiv 
“ of this objection, we explain as follows: If this were an Injunctive sen- 
“ tonce, then, inasmuolj as it would not bo right to have an injunction 
“of many thing.s (by a single sentence), the ‘grinding of half ’ would be 
“the object enjoined; and then, this could be enjoined, with reference 
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“ either to tlie ‘ 0 am' or to ^ Somdpaushna' ; and with reference to whicli- 
•• soever of these two the injunction would be made, that could not be 
“qualified by the other, — and hence the grinding would come to have an 
“ universal application ; and as such all the offerings would have to be 
“ gi^ound; and in that case one of the two words (‘ Oarn' or * 8 omHpaus}i- 
^'na*) would become useless. That is to say, if we were to take the 
‘‘ Injunction as ‘that which is the Cam should be half-ground,* then the 
(^finding coming to be recognised as applying to all Gurus, the word Somit- 
“ paushna, as referring to only one of the Cams, would become useless. If, 
*• on the other hand, the Injunction be interpretted as that ‘ that which is 
“ Somapaushna should be half-ground,’ then, too, the Grinding would conu* 
“ to apply to all offering-materitils ; because all that the word ‘ Somflpaiishna ’ 
“would indicate would be the character of being nieant for the joint Deitjf 
Somn-Pushan; and this would be equally applicable to the Cake and 
jthe Animal Body also (just as much as to the Cam) ; and thus the word 
** ‘ Oarum * would become absolutely useless. 

“ Specially would such be the case, because with reference to that — i.c, 
“ with reference to i}xQ Somd-pamhna even when unqualified (by ‘ CaiTr)-- 
“ tlio grinding would be scripturally authorised, — as no useful purpose 
“ would be served by the qualification. 

“ 111 fact, in accordance with this view, there would be no grinding of 
“ the Ciirn, 

“ Objection ; * Inasmuch as the Grinding is necessarily implied in the 
very nature of the Cake, it does not need to be specially enjoined in 
“connection with that; and as for the Animal Body, it has already been 
“ shown tliat the grinding when applied to it involves a most hopeless 
“ incongruity. (And as such the Injunction of the Grinding could not 
“ apply to any of these two materials ; it must apply to the Oar%i)' 

“ Reply : Not so ; because none of these objections is found to apply 
“ to the case in question ; because all that wo do, on finding the seiitencc 
“ laying down the grinding of all offering materials, is to take the ‘ half 
grinding^ as enjoined in connection with the Cake; and certainly even 
“ by being half choked, the Cake remains intact. And as for the Heart 
“ aud the other limbs (of the Animal Body), if we were to grind the whole 
of these, except that part by which they may have been torn from the 
“ body,— there would be none of the incongmities shown above ; nor would 
‘‘ their shape be wholly destroyed ; nor would there be any mistaking of the 
“part by which they may have been tom from the Body, And as the 
other part, by which it may have been torn, would be quite perceptible, 
even if it were to be ground down, the portion of Pushan would be dis- 
tinctly distinguishable, and would not be lost, as it would be in the case 
“ of the grinding of the whole. 

159 \ 
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“ Or, it may be that, in accordance with this view, inasmuch as the 
“ grinding, being based upon verbal authority, would serve only an imper- 
“ ceptible purpose, the cutting (of the Heart, etc.) would be done before the 
“ Grinding. And this grinding would not depend upon the presence of a 
“ Deity. 

“Thus then, inasmuch as the grinding would apply to all materials, 
“ it could not be taken as applying exclusively to the Oaru ; and hence its 
“mention (in the sentence ^ somfipaushnan carum, etc,*) would be wholly 
“ useless. Consequently it must be admitted that this sentence enjoin- 
“ ing the relationship of the Oaru with the Deity (Soma-Pushan), the 
“ * half -grinding^ is merely spoken of by way of reference (and not as au 
“object of Injunction). And thus this latter word, not forming part of 
“ an Injunction, comes to be taken as having the desired indicative force 
“ (assigned under 8utra 42).” 


SIDDHANTA. 

Siitva (44) : It pertains to one only ; because it is meant to 
belong to the resultant (Apftrva); consequently, it could 
not belong to both, just as in the case of the Aindragna. 

We could have tlie grinding only when Pilshan alone would be flu* 
Deity, and not when he would be joined by another Deity. Because tlie 
grinding does not belong either to the Deity, or to his portion ; in fact it 
is laid down as a detail belonging to the sacrifice of which Pushan is tlic 
Deity. 

That is to say, (before the offering has actually been made) thcic 
is no ‘ Portion* {Bhaga) of the Deity, to which the Grinding could belong. 
Specially as the material becomes the ‘ portion * of a Deity, not merely 
being offered to him, but by being accepted by him. And further, tlui 
word ^iihaga* (Portion) is made up of the root 'hhaj* with the affix 
‘ ghanf in the Accusative sense, — it being etyt»\ologically explained 
‘ hhajyulS (ss* sSvyatB*) yah suh hhdgak* ( » that which is accepted) ; conse- 
quently that which is accepted by one is his ‘ Bhaga * (Portion). And 
a matter of fact we do not find the Deity actually accepting the offering ; 
specially as the fact of the Deity xiQixxsXXy partaking of the offering will be re- 
futed later on, in Adhy&ya IX. In fact, even if the Deity were to accept it, — 
yet, it could iiot have the capability of introducing an accessory, as also 
will be shown in Adbyaya IX (under the Sntra IX— i— 4 et seq,). TIuis 
then, it being as impossible for the Grinding to be an accessory of tl'e 
‘ Portion ’ as that of the * Deity,* it roust be taken as an accessory belong' 
ing, through the sacrifice, to its resultant Ajyflrva j— as is shown by the 
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first Adhikara^a of AdhyUya IX, as also by the * DBvatMhtkarand ’ (Adh. IX) . 
The author of the BMshya has also referred to the same fact of the yrindiny 
beiii^ an accessory of the sacrifice, by denying that of its belonging to thc3 
Deity. 

Quedion : ^^Bow then could the (h'indbuj, ivhen inentioned in another 
Context, he an accessory of the saorifiee ? That is to say, inasmuch as the 
Syntactical Connection (of the mnimiiQ * Pilshil pra^nshtahliByah, etc*) 
“refers to tlio Deity (and not to the sacrifiee)> — H/ud as without Context 
“ there could be no indication of the means of accomplishtny the Apiirva^ — 

“ there can be no connection (of the grinding) with either the sacrifice or 
“ the Apurmu' 

‘‘ The reply to this (as given in the Bhashya) is : By means of Syn- 
tadical Connection (we are led to this cognition). 

Th(? opponent retorts by further pointing out what he means — [“ Th^ 

Syntactical Connection points to its connection with the Deity,''] 

And in reply to this, the Bhetshya explains the word * hheiga ^ (in the 
sentence) as signifying the sacrifice, on the ground of the principal 
signification of the word not being found compatible with the rest of the 
.sentence. That is to say, inasmuch as, in the case in question, there is no 
.such ^ Bhf^ga' as consists in the acceptance of something offered hy another, 
that, factor of this action which consists in the mere act of the offering 
must indicate the sacrifice ; and as this is (piito possible in that sacrifice 
which has Pushan alone for it.s Deity, the mention of it as the ‘ Bhdga of 
Pushun* becomes quite compatible. But this latter name cannot apply to 
that sacrifice which has two Deities ; — because (1) the deific character 
is pervasive in its character, (2) and the word.s conveying the offering to 
huth are inseparably mixo l up; and consequently the sacrifice could not 
be named after any one of those two Deities. E.g. just as the Cake or 
Vessel belonging to Indira- Agni is not taken as denoted by the words 

* Agneya ' and ‘ Lidrapitaf so, in the same manner the .sacrifice.s to Indra- 
Pushan could not be spoken of as ‘ Pushahhnga,' 

Though we say nothing as to the difficulty that would arise in 
explaining the compound (as shown above), yet inasmuch as the very 
signification of the word ^ bhdga' is not found to be applicable to the 
Aindrapaushna offering, the word * P&shabhciga * cannot be applied to 
this latter. 

Though, when two entities come to have the nature of the Deity, each 
of them could be spoken of as the ‘Deity,* yet, inasmuch as in the word 
conveying the offering, they are not mentioned by tiie name of my one of 
them, we conclude that the Two-Deity sacrifice cannot be spoken of as 

* Pitshabhdga * 
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Stttra (45) : The absence of teeth is a mere supplementary 

reason. 

It has been argued by the opponent that “ the mention of the reason 
* because he is without teeth* shows that the grinding is an accessory of 
the Deity.*^ And to this we offer the following reply: The sentence 
‘ because he is without teeth * is an ArthavUda having a forirjfi indicative of 
a supplementary or corroborative reason ; and as such it is only meant to be 
an eulogy of the particular accessory in question (viz. grinding^ ; and 
as there would be nothing objectionable in this, it could not show tliatthe 
accessory belongs to the Deity. 

SUtra (46): The other is an injunctive sentence. 

Inasmuch as the ‘ half-grinding ' has never been found to have been 
enjoined elsewhere, the sentence Somdpaushnam^ etc') would be an 
Injunction (and not merely indicative of the fact of the grinding applying 
to the Oaru meant for the two deities Soma and Pushan). And as the 
object of the Injunction is a qualified one, there would be no syntactical 
split. And as, in accordance with the law of the Arunadhikarana^ the 
factors spoken of in the sentence w^ould restrict one another, the 
Injunction of the gHnding could not pertain to all offering materials. As 
a matter of fact, it is only in comparison with an unqualified Injunction 
that the qualified Injunction could be said to be less authoritative; in the 
case in question however there is no angwah/ied Injunction ; consequently 
the sentence in question cannot bo taken as merely indicative (and not 
injunctive). 

For these reasons the Grinding must be taken as pertaining to the 
Portion of a single Deity. 


Thus ends the Third Pada of Adhyaya III. 



A D H Y AY A I I I. 

PA DA IV. 

ADHIK ARANA (1). 

[The meutinn of the Nivita is an Arthavndii.] 

SUtra (1) : “ The mention of Nivita is meant to be a pro- 
“ perty of Man ; because the word has that for its predom- 
‘‘ inant factor/’ 

We coritinue the consideration of the subject of the conflict or non- 
i-onflict between Context and Direct Declaration, Indicative Power and 
Syntactical Connection. 

[In connection with the Darga-PvmamUsa we have the sentence— 

* nivitam manushyilnam, prScMvitam pitrnam, npavUan dSvnnamy upavya- 
yatB dSualakshmamBva tat kurutS'] And with regard to the first of these 
.sentences — ^ nivitSm wanushyBndvfi' — there are the following alternative 
explanations: (a) The nwttam is a pi*operty of the Man by himself ; {h) 
it is the pi’operty of Man as related to a certain action ; (c) it is tlie 
property of the Action by itself ; (d) it is the property of such actions as 
are mentioned in the Context, and have the Man for their predominant 
factor — e.g. the actions of Anvahttryapacana and the like ; (e) it i.s the 
property of such actions with Man as their predominant factor, as are not 
mentioned in the Context,— e.g. the Attending upon guests and the like. 

As for the question, whether the sentence in question is an Injunction 
or a mere Arthavnda, this would be of no use in the Adhydya ilmt deals 
With “ Accessones ; and further, being related to the chapter on the 
“ Authoritative means of knowing Dharma ” — i.e. Adhytiya I — it has already 
been dealt with in course of the consideration of those ArthavUdas that 
have the semblance of Injunctions ; and consequently it need not be 
brought forward here. That the Bhdshya has introduced this question bei’c 
is simply by way of taking for granted and putting forward something, 
for the purpose of introducing a discussion ; as it is found that unless 
^he sentence be taken to be an Injiinctiori, it cannot be suspected ()f 
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mentioning the ‘ nivita ’ as the property of Man, etc., eto. And what the 
BhSshya does is (1) to admit, for the sake of argameut, and assert that, 
the sentence is an Injunction, (2) to deal with subjects immediately con. 
nocted with the matter of the Adhyaya, (3) and to sum up with tin* 
conclusion that the sentence is an Arthavada, The connection of this 
introduction of the question of Injunction and ArthavS,da with the othf*r 
Adhikaranas also, may be explained in the same manner. 

In connection with this sentence we have, first of all, tlie following 

PURVAPAKSHA (A). 

‘‘ The sentence is an Injunction, in accordance with the sUtm T — ii— 
“19. And hence, in accordance with thes conclusion arrived at in the 
AMundhikarana (111 — iii — 15-16), the genitive (in ^ manmhyaniim.') 
“ directly denotes tlie fact of the nirita being a property of Man ; because 
“ it is cognised as belonging to him, while the Alan is not cognised as an 
“accessory of that; as the declensional ending (attached to ‘Man,’ 
' Manunhya*) does not denote the subsidiary character. As the mere 
“ existence of Man, as its a<^cessory, would have been necessarily implied 
“ by the very nature of the Action, there should have been no mention of 
“ him ; but as we do find him mentioned, we conclude that the N’ivitn is 
“ the property of Man. 

Sutra {2)- “Objection; ‘The sentence is merely descriptive 
because the object (Nivita) already exists/'’ 

^'Object.: ‘Some people explain nivUa as Uviudviy up hi the way 
“ knotvn as gala-vSnikfi,' while others explain it as ^ivindiny it up mrefnUy' 
“ As the former is possible only in battle, while the latter is possible in 
“ all actions, as it removes a hindrance, — it is with reference to this 
“ latter that we speak of the sentence as descriptive. And as for the 
“ special purpose served by this, we shall explain it later on.* “ 

Sutra (Z): Reply: “It is an Injunction; as it speaks of 
something wholly now/’ 

“ The sentence is an Injunction ; because it would have been merely 
“ Descriptive only if the object spoken of were already fuUy known to be 
“ as it is here spoken of. As a matter of fact, howcvei% it is not fully 
“known as such; because even without the ‘careful winding up’ the 
“removal of hindrance would be possible. While, as the ‘hanging 
“ by the neck,* it is not known previously ; and hence there is room for a 
“ Restrictive Injunction pertaining to this.” 
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PCRVAPAKSHA (B) [rejectint^ (A)]. 

(4): “Because of the fact of the Nivita being men- 
“ tioned in a context abounding in the mention of the pro- 
“ perties of Actions,— this also would be a property of Ac- 
“ tions.’^ 

“ 'I’lje Nivita is a property of the Action; because while being men- 
“ tioned in an Injunction, it is found in a context that abounds in the 
i»ienth>ii of such Properties as belong to Actions.” 

Siitva (5): “Specially because of the peculiar nature of the 
closing words of the sentence/’ 

“Whenever we find a certain thing capahlc of being taken in two 
’ dilferent ways, we slionld take it in accordance noth that means of 
“ knowledge wliich may not be found to be contradictory to another 
‘‘‘means of knowledtie. — And in the ease in question, we find that being 
“ laontioned in the Vajihrv&ia^ Mie sentence dealing with tlie Nivita, etc., is 
‘ connected with the name of ' Adhiumjava.' Consequently if the Nivita 
‘‘ were the property of ao Action, then, whenever we would look for its 
’performer, the said Name would point to the AdJivarffu priest; as iliUH 

• alone could the Name serve a useful purpose. And wo shall show later 
*’011 that (he N^<rmfM*ould not servo any such purpose with regard to the 

Proport.ies of Man. Consequently, if the Nivita were the property of 
*■ Mail, the operation of the Name would bo rejected (as useless); while 
•’it i.s duly honoured if the Nivita taken as the property of the Action 
\ as .shown above). 

“ For this reason also, it must be regariled as the property of Actions/' 
PCRVAPAKSHA (C) AND (D). 

stitra (6): “It is connected with that which appears in the 
“same Context; as there would be no incongruity in 
“ this.” 

At first, we seek to reject the theory of the NivHa being a propert y 
“of Actions, by showing the superior autoritative character of the theory 
“ of its being a property of Man ; because in this way, the theory being 
“ put forward by eas}’’ stages, it would be easy to accept it later on. As a 
“ matter of faert, we find that the Direct Denotation (of ^ mamiahytinam’ ) 
“ sets aside the indications of the said Context and Name, and distinctly 

* points to the fact of the Nivita being a property of Man. Consequently 
‘‘ wo put forward another theory, which is compatible with all the three 
‘‘ (Direct Declaration, Context and Name). It is this: The genitive in 
‘ ^ vianushym^m,' based upon the distinctive relation.ship of those Actions 



1272 tantha-vAktika. aoh. hi— pAda it— adhi. (1). 

in which Man is the predominant factor, does not take in the nivlUt 
'' and such Actions, in the case in question, are found to be the 
^apacana and the like, and none others (as these alone of such actions 
'' are found to be mentioned in the Context) . Thus then, the meaning of the 
“ sentence in question comes to be that ‘ the Nivita should be performed 
“ in those Actions that belong to Men.* ’* 

PtRVAPAKSHA (E). 

Sutra (7) : ** It belongs to the Action in which Man is the 
** principal factor ; because its mention is similar to that 
‘‘ of others (the Upavlta, Ac ) which belong to those actions 
*'in which these (the gods, Ac.) form the principal fac* 
“ tor.’* 

“ 'riie Nivita \vould belong to that Action which is not mentioned in 
‘‘ tlie sfttne Context, and in which the Man forms the predominant factor. 
“ Heoause, inasmuch as we find the manner of declarMtion exactly simi- 
lar in all the three Injunctions [(1) *Nivitam manushyaMm' (2) 
“ ‘ PrUcimvUam ( 8) ‘ UpnvUam dBvandm ’], — just as the *pra- 

cinavitn * and the ‘ apavifa * are taken to belong to those actions in 
which tlie Pitfs and the Oods respectively form the principal Factor, — 
“ so ill the same manner, the * Nivita * in question should be taken as 
belonging to those Actions in which Man is the predominant factor. 

‘‘ That is to say, we find that the two injunctions, ‘ tipavitam dBoauilm ’ 
“ and ^procindvitam pUrndm * are taken as appljing, independently of 
“ each other, to tltose actions in which tlio Gods and the Pitris respec- 
“ lively are the principal factors; and as the ideas connected with thesi* 
“ two Injunctions necessarily apply to the third {*Nivitam manushyti- 
“ nf\vi *) also, we should take the word ‘ manushyffndm as signifying fhose 
Actions in which Man forms the predominant element. 

“ The opponent putting the question — ^ How do you make this out ? ’ — 
“and the Bhdshya having given the answer— f»ec«n«c of the relatioushiy 
“ of the ijevHive ending in ^ mannshydnnmf — the opponent again i^etorts:— 
“ ^ fhis (jenitive ending poiuts to the Nivita as belonging to Man (and not to 
“ any Action).’ 

“ Or, we may take the whole of this portion of the Bhdshya as for- 
mulating the opponent’s question. 

“ In any case, tlie final reply of the PUrvapakshin would be this: H 
is quite time that the Nivita would come to be cognised as belonging 
Man ; but, inasmuch as this would involve the complication of the 
** assumption of a distinct Result (proceeding from this performance of 
** the Nivita as belonging to Man), we give it up ; and take the genitiv'c 
*■ as based upon the distinctive relationsbip of the Action of which Man 
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*• is the predominant factor. Tliis connecting of the Nivita with such an 
Action would have the further advantage of not standing in need of the 

* ivesumption of any result not connected with the itself. The 

•mention of ^ Manushya' (in ' mimushyltnam*) is meant to indicate 

the Action in which Man (ManusJiya) is the pre'hminant factor; and 
“ thus our theory does not iuv^olve the assnmption of the relationship 
■’ of anything not mentioned in tho sentence. And the further advantage 

* that our theory has is that it doe.s not leave any ground for taking tho 
“ Nivita to he syntactically connected with the original Sacrifice of the 
•• Context (i.e, the Dnrca-Purnajnasa.y^ 

SIDDHANTA. 

Satrci (8) : It is an Arthavada, because of the Context. 

We find none of the above theories free from oh jeefci enable features. 

In the first place, if the Nivita be connected with the Action mcn- 
liuiied in the Context (as declared in Stdra 6), it directly contradicts 
tlie Indications of Syntactical Connection ; while its (connection with the 
actions of Anvdhtiryapicana^ etc. would involve a syntactical split; 
Sind in this theory there would he a further dissxd vantage, in that the 
(Jontext cannot serve the purposes of specification (attributed to it). 
Secondly^ as for its connection wdth sa(*h actions as tho attending upon 
ijnests (as laid down under Sidra 7), there csiii be no reasonable ground 
for it ; inasmuch as such a connection would nob bo amenable to any 
one of: tho means of right notion, from among Direct Declaration, etc. ; 
in fact even its staunchest upholder only infers it from the ‘relationship 
of Man’ (expressed by the word ‘ manuahynnnvi* ); and this would be 
scarcely right ; because that genitive (in ^ manmhyftmm') is cognised as 
heiug based upon the distinctive relationship of that (action) which is 
eounected with the word ‘ nivita ’ ; specially as no ease-endings appear in a 
case whore a distinctive ndationship of the member related is not 
expressed. Then too, that theory involves the anomaly of having to 
reject indications of the Context and tlie N^anic, and also of having to 
assume a Result; and so long as we have other alternatives at our dis- 
posal, we cannot rightly have recourse to such exli erne measures ; and as 
a matter of fact we find that wo can ({uite reasonably take the sentence 
in question as an Arthav&da^ in the manner shown under the Atulumhard- 
dhikarana (1— ii — 19 et eeg.), 

SUtra (9): Specially aa it is syntactically connected. 

The ‘ Nivita ’ and the ‘ Prddurivita ’ are capable of being taken along 
With the .Injunction upavijayatBy Qtc' ; and this couueetion could be 
160 
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possible onl)i if the mention of the two former were descriptive 
ArthavSidas^ and not if they were Injunctions, Because two Injunctions, 
that are not in the relation of the Primary and the Subsidiary to one an- 
other, and which are both independent, not connected with each other, ca?i 
never be syntactically connected ; as the construction that encli of them 
would admit of would be wholly different. For instance, the construction 
admitted by the Primary Injunction would be of one kind, having its 
sole end in the enjoining of the required element j while that of the 
Arthavfida (^mvitam, etc.’) would be wholly different, being in atjcordance 
witli its character of being subsidiary to another. 

Then again, wo do not find an Injunctive word in the seiiC&nce \\\ 
question. And under the circumstances the sentence could be taken as 
an Iiijuiictiotj, only if (1) we supplied the Injunctive word from without, 
or (2) if we could somehow or other assume the Injunctive, found in 
connection with the duties of attending upon gtieda and the like, to per- 
tain to the sentence in question also. But no such assumption can ho 
admissible; as we cannot assume anything to be the suhsidiary, wJien it 
has not been laid down as such ; and that which is not a subsidiary is 
incapable of being taken up by the sentence declaring the performance of 
the whole action; as we shall show later on that ‘that which is not 
enjoined as such cannot be an accessory ’ ; and in this way the assumption 
of the accessory character would depend upon that of the Injunction, and 
vice versa , — thus involving a hopeless mutual interdependence. 

Then again, so long as we find the sentence in question capable of 
being, in sonje way or other, syntactically connected with an actual 
Injunction, it is not right to connect it with an assumed one ; specially as 
such a theory would involve the assumption of insny invisible (transcen- 
dental) purposes. 

For these reasons the property of things distinctly shows that the sen- 
tence in question is an Arthavada, a Praise, its meaning being — * Just as 
the Nivita and the PrUcznfivita are good foi* Men and the Pitfs respec- 
tively, BO is the UpavUa for the Gods^ ; in fact we meet wjth such instances 
in ordinary parlance also, — e.g. ‘just as Arundhati was to Va^ishthii. 
Rohi^l to Caudra, and Damayanti to Nala, so is Yajnadatta to Devadatta.’ 

Or the sentence may be taken os Praising hij Contraries ; the sense, 
in this oase^ being — ‘the inferior methods of the Nivita and the Praa‘ 
ndvita are for such inferior beings as Men and Pitrs respectively ; for the 
Qods, however, we have the superior method of the UpavUa ; consequently 
at the Darga-PurnamAsa, which is a sacrifice to the Gods, we must adopt 
the Upavlta.\ 
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MENTION OF NIVl^rA IS AHTHAVADA. 

After this there follow six iSiJira« which we do not find mentioned in 
the BhUshja. And there is a diiference of opinion among the Commenta- 
tors, as to this omission : (a) Some people say lie forgot them ; (b) otliers 
say that he wrote commentaries upon these Sutras also ; but this portion 
of the Bhasliya has become lost to us; (c) some say he found them easy 
and not of much importance, and hence omitted them ; (d) while others 
declare that he omitted them because they are not the work of Jaimini. 
In support of this last theory we have the form of Sutra 10, which 
^listinctly shows that Jaimini had this latter Sutra immediately after 
Sutra 9. 

We find however that all other Commentators on the Sutras have 
noticed these six Sutras; and as a matter of fact, we often find such Sutras 
among those written by Jaimini, as are not of much importaneo ; and as 
for tho' connection between Sutras far removed from one another, we 
ir^oi with many instances of it, — e.g. the Sutra III— iv — 32; conse- 
tjiiently we should take up every one of the Sutras and explain it. 

These six Sutras some people divided into three Adhikaranas; while 
others into four. ,They may be put forth as follows: — 



ADHIKARANA 1 (A). 

[The IJparita pertains to tbo Dar^a-Purnamfisa,^ 

SUtra (9) A: “The Upavita would pertain to all sacrifices, be- 
cause of the presence of Indicative Force.” 

The first question to he dealt with is this : We have found in the 
preceding Adhikarava timt the Upavita method has bemi enjoined in con- 
nection with the Darca-Purnamdsa ; and with regard to this thci’e arises 
the question as to wliether this Injunction applies to the Dar^a-Purna^ 
mdsa only, or to all tlie sacrifices. 

Those however who divide the Sutraa into three Adliikaranas^ state 
tlio question as — whetlmr it pertains to the Darga-Purnamdsa alone, and 
is an Injunction^ or that it pertains to all sacrifices, and is merely das- 
cripiive. 

On this question we have the following 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

“ The Upavita would belong to all sacrifices. Because the mere des- 
“ criptioii of this, which is cognized as an established fact, pertaining to 
“ other sacrifices, would, through Indicative power, subdue the indica- 
“ tioiis of the Context, by means of Apparent Inconsistency. 

“That is to say, in connection with Mrtdgmhotruj of which the Deity 
“is the Pitr (the Agni-hotre Father who has died), we find tliemantra-- 
^ Prdcinaviti dohayet^ yajnopaviti hi devBbhyo dohaynti,' And it is only 
“ if the tJpavUa be taken as pertaining to all sacrifices, that we could have 
“the descriptive declaration in the latter half of the sentence (which 
“ speaks of the Upavita as pertaining to all saci ifices to the gods). Nor can 
“ this sentence be taken as merely descriptive of something pertaining 
“ to tilt) Dar^ia-Purnamdsa only ; as the Context of this latter sacrifice is 
“ very far removed from the one just quoted ; and specially as in that 
“ case the descriptive declaration devehhyai^ etc'\ which appears in the 
“ form of showing a reason for what has been said before, would be of 
“ no use. If, however, the sentence quoted be taken as laying down a 
“ detail in connection with the same action (of the Agnihotra) performed 
“ under different conditions (when it is offered to P^V, and not to the 
“ deities of the * ordinary then, in that case, the said descriptive 
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‘‘ declaration would serve the purpose of pointing out something precln- 
“ sive of that particular condition (of the same sacrifice). Nor can it bo 
“ necessary for the sentence to preclude those conditions f rom any other 
- sacrifice (that of the Darga-Purnamana f.i.) ; because this latter is itself 
^so very much removed by the Context, that tliere is no noed of any 
‘‘special effort for the preclusion of any conditions pertaining to it. 

• Then again, the Plural number in ‘ ’ could ind be reconciled 

“ wiJh a reference to the Darga-Pvrviamdsa (which has only one Deity) ; 
•• while in regard to the Aynihotra^ the Plural is found to be quite com- 

• patilde with the number of the Deities connected with its morning and 
•• evening Libations. 

“ Thus on account of the apparent incfmsistency of the appended 
‘ descriptive declaration of the Upavita in connection witli the Agnihotra, 
we must admit it to pertain to all sacrifices.” 

SIDDHINTA. 

Sutra (9B) : Not so ; because of the Context ; and (as for the 
Indicative Power) that points to that particular sacrifice 
(the Dar^a-Purnamasa). 

The TIpavUa does not pertain to all sacrifices : because tlio Context 
distinctly points to it as pertaining to the Darga-Pfirnamdsa only. 

The presence of Indicative Power has been brought forward iu support 
of the Purvapahsha ; but we have already refuted the force of this conten- 
tion, by showing that the Indicative Power spoken of points to it as per- 
taining to that particular sacrifice — z.e, to the Varga- Pftrnamnsa. 

And wdien the Descriptive Declaration is not found to bo connected 
with anything iu its close proximity, there can be nothing objectionable in 
its being taken as connected with something at a distance from it ; 
specially as the connection of a Descriptive Declaration always depends 
upon what has, and what has not, been already enjoined. 

Then as for the Plural (in ^ devBhhyaV), we cannot attach much 
significance to it. Or, it might be taken as referring to the deity of the 
principal sacrifice of the Darga-P Hn^a'indsa together with those of its 
various modifications. 

Thus then, the meaning of the sentence ‘ Prdcindvltt, etc,* comes to be 
tins : ‘ Inasmuch as the Upavita belongs to another sacrifice which is 
offered to the Qods, consequently it should not be applied to the Agnihotra 
that is offered to the Pitr (for whom the PrdcmavUa would be the pro- 
per tiling). ’ 



ADHIKARANA 1 (B). 

[The sentence ‘ upavyayatB^ etc,' is an Injunction]. 

Sutra (9G) : It is an Injunction, because of its laying down 
something not laid before. 

With regard to the sentence ^ iipavyayate dBvalakahmamSva tat 
kiirute,' theie arises the question, ns to whether this is an Injunction, or a 
mere Descriptive Declamlion. 

Ohjertiou : “ Before you have decided as to whether this sentence is 
“ Injunctive or Descriptive, how could you take up the question (con si- 
“dered in the foregoing Adhikarana), as to whether the Injunction of the 
“ Upamta pertained to the Darfa-PurnamOna or to all sacinfices 

Rej^y : We took the conclusion of the present Adhikarana for granted 
in the last Adhikarana; though in reality this should have been dealt 
with beforehand. 

On the above question then, we have the following 
P0RVAPAKSHA. 

“The sentence in question is a mere Descriptive Declaration; bo- 
“ cause in the first place, that the man should always wear the sacred 
“ thread in the Upavita fashion is distinctly laid down by the Satrtis 
“ (and as such it is nothing new that could form the subject of Injuiic- 
“ tion by the sentence in question) ; and secondly^ the use of the Present 
“ Tense (in ‘ upavyayate *) would not be compatible with the Injunctive 
“character of the sentence. That is to say, (1) we have such Smrti 
“ injunctions as that one should always be ^nityodaki* and ‘ nityayajnopa- 
“ which would refer to the sacrifice also ; and (2) the actual . words 
“of the sentence arc not in keeping with the Injunctive character. 
“ Consequently, the sentence must be taken as a mere Descriptive Decla- 
“ ration. And there is one further advantange in this view', that the 
“ mention of ‘ Upavita ’ does not differ from those of the ‘ Pr^cindvUa / aiul 
“ the 

SIDDHINTA. 

To the above we make the following reply : The sentence should be 
an Injunction, inasnjuch as it would lay down something new j because, 
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in the first place, a descriptive declaration referring to all saijrifices would 
be useless ; and secondly because tlie eulogy nppeariii;; in counectiuii with 
the sentence (e,g, those relating to the Nivita and the PraoinavHa) points 
to the previous sentence as being an Injunction. 

That is to say, no useful purpose is found to he served by a Descrip- 
lion of the whole lot of sacrifices; and the only useful purpose served by 
the eulogy contained in the mention of the JJpavita and the Pracinavlta 
would be to glorify the Upavitaf which is enjoined in the sentence under 
consideration. 

Then as for the present tense (in ‘ upavijaijate ’), it has been ex- 
plained before as liaving the mere semblance of the Present Tense, having 
ill ivality the force of the Injunctive, based upon its constituting either 
a sentence laying down the performance of the action as a whole, or as 
an Arthavnda^ or as the Lst form of the root. 

For these reasons, we mast conclude that the sentence in question is 
'an Injunction. 

It has been argued in the Purvapaksha that the JJpavUa is found to be 
already laid down in the Smytis. And the l eply to tliis argument also is 
contained in the word ‘ opf/rr a h’U A V"* l^hat is to say, what is laid down in 
the Smrfi is the Upavita as a property of the Man, while what the sen- 
tence in question does is to lay it down as pertaining to the Sacrifice, some- 
thing wholly different from what is laid down in the Smrti, 

Consequently the sentence cannot he taken as a mere Descriptive 
Declaration, 

The use of this Adhikarana we shall o.xplain later on, under the 
Kartadhikarana (IV — ii — 23 et seq,). 



The sUtra 9 (c) may also be interpreted differently, as formulating tlie 
Purvapaksha of the following Adhikarana : 

ADHIKARANA 1 (C). 

[The sentence ' yajTiopavitl hi devBhhyo dohayati' is a mere AHkavthia 

relating to the Updvita as connected with the Darga-Purnamfisd]. 

In connection with the Mrtdgnihotra, we meet with the sentence — 
‘ PrdclnavUi dohaySt, yajnopavUt hi dBvebhyo dohayati ’ ; and with re- 
gard to this there arises the question as to whether the latter sentouco 
(* yifjhopaviH, efcJ) is merely meant to be an eulogy of the Upavita as per- 
taining to the D<irrxi-Purnam(lsa, — just as the mention of * Twelve ’ in 
connection with ^Ahina^ (vide supra III — iii — 15 16), — or it is ineMni 
as an Injunction of it, as relating to the ordinary Agnihotra. 

On this we have the following 

POllVAPAKSHA. 

“ It is an Injunction^ because it lays down something new {Sutra 
“ By taking it thus, we are in keeping with the Context and the Plural 
‘'number (in ^DBvebhyak') (both of which would be irreconcilable with 
“ the Darga-P ui navidsa)^ Consequently, even though tlie sentence niMy 
“ have the appearance of a Descriptive Declaration, yet, with a view lo 
“ make it serve a useful purpose, we must take it as having the Injnnc* 
“ tive character, based upon the fact of the sentence being one that lays 
“ down the performance of the Action as a whole, etc., etc,’* 

If we take the SUtra thus, we must leave off witli the mere state- 
ment of the PurvapaJesha; and for putting forward the Siddhanta in 
i*eply to this we must wait till the latter portion of our explanation of 
Sutra i)e, (P. 1282). 

So we take up another Adhikarana for the present. 



ADHTKARANA 1 (D). 

[The mention of n<trtk‘fvar<lJ hess is a mere Descriptive Declai*ation.] 

Siitra (9d): “The mention of north war dlinesn also iwould 
be an Injunction), because of its being something new. ’ 

In connection with the same Mrtagnihotra^ we find the sentence — 
purodanco darhMstan dakshinHyrdikstyndti' (* Those grasses that 
^fermeiiy used to be pointed to the North,' are now pointed to the South ’ ). 
Some people quote this sentence as occurring in connection with the 
Mah^pitryajfia. And with regar<l to the first portion of the sentence — 

* ye purodancah^ there arises the question, as to whether it is an Injunc- 
tion, or a mere Descriptive Declaration, 

And on this question, we have the following 

PtTRVAPAKSHA. 

“ 'I’he word ‘ca* in the Sutra implies that the sentence in question 
‘‘ also is an Injunction, because what if lays doiun is something new. A 
Descriptive Declaration is always preceded by a previous Injunction. 
And as r«>gai*ds the case in question wo find that the northward I mess 
“ of the grass has not been pevionsly laid down, even as pertaining to the 
” man. Nor is it capable of being taken as a mere Arfhavtida ; because 
‘‘ we do not find any >vord indicative of such character — such words, f. i , 
“ as ‘ hi ’ and the like. 

“ Consequently, from the apparent inconsistency of the detdaration 
“ of northwardliness as an accomplished fact, it must be coindudcd that 
“ the sentence is an Injunction. “ 

SIDDHANTA. . 

setra (9e) : The Indicative force of the word is baaed upon 
something that already exiata. 

The sentence cannot be taken as an Injunction ; because we find it 
possessed of an Indicative force only pointing to the fact oi the grow 
facing the JVorOl, which, has been found to have been enjoined by usage. 



12J^2 TAXTRA VAnTIKA. AT>K. Ill -PADA JV— -ADHr. 

Ilecause, a sentence, Hmt is devoid of the Injunctive affix, is accepted as 
an Injunction, only wlien it is found that what it speaks of has never heon 
known by any means. 

For instance, in the case in question, we find that the sentence in 
question has the distinct character of a Descriptive Declaration, helni**, 
as it is, wholly devoid of (such features of the Injunctive ns) the word 
‘yut,* and of any verb, either particular or f^eneral. And this descrip- 
tive character having!; been once definitely cognized in some way or tho 
otlier, cannot be superseded. In fact, the ‘ mrfhtmrtUinesa ’ spoken of 
ill the sentence, w'e find to have been already previously laid down, in 
the Svnrti sentence — ^ Agraf^nnii prflQaffrlini ndafjatjrtini, vfi ^ apavaryaravH 
prfigapiwarg<ln^udagapnvarg(lnt v(i.^ And inasmuch as the sentence in 
question Is found to describe exactlj' what is herein laid down, it must bi^ 
taken as a Descriptive Declaration, and that too with the purpose of enlo- 
v:izing the said ‘ north w'ardliness,’ ; the sense being, ‘the north wardli* 
UPSS spoken of before does not pertain to the sacrifh;e when offered to 
one who is dead.’ 


'I’his very Sutra is to be taken as embodying the — 

STDDHANTA OF ADHIKARANA 1 (C), 

The word Oii’ (in the .sentence ^ upavitl hi, distinctly shows 

that the sentence stands in need of a previous mention of the same fact 
hy means of a veib. And inasmuch as we do not find any such verb in 
the Context itself, should we accept its Injunctive character, as pointed 
out by the ahsence of such a verb ?—:or should we accept its injunction in 
any other Context (to be the basis of the Descriptive Declaration of the 
sentence under consideration)? And there can he no doubt as to the 
propriety of accepting the latter alternative, —accepting the fact of its 
having been enjoined in any (context as enough for our purpose, thereby 
not taking the sentence in question ns an Injunction. 

As for the argument based upon the indications of the Context ami 
the Plural number (in ‘ devehhyah*), it has already been answered before 
(tow^ards the end of Sutrn 9(i, by the Purvapahshin himself). 

And further, inasraueh as in the present case we have got anothei- 
Injunction, the sentence cannot be said to be useless (as it would serve 
the purpose of eulogizing the matter of that other Injunction). 

For these reasons, the sentence must be taken as a Desenptive 
Declaration; and hence in the ordinary daily Agaihotra^ even if the Deiha 
happens to be done w’lthout the tfp ivlta^ there is no harm done to the 
saenfice. 



ADHJKAKANA 1 (B). 


[Tli« Hoiitoiice ‘ upan hi devebhyo dhUrnipiH ' is an Fii junction. ] 

Siif ra (9f ) : It is an Injunction, because as regards the * Hold 
ing ’ what it says is something new. 

Up to this time we have been showing where, in the absence of tlie 
liijiiuctive word, wo should take the sentence as a Descriptive Declara- 
tion. And we now proceed to show the exceptions to the rules arrived 
jit ill the last few Adhikarjnaa. 

In connection with the same MftnyHifuplra^ or with the Mahtlpitnjajna, 
wo find the sentence—* -A mmidhaudkfirayaHuanndravBt^ upari hi 
dBv^bhyu dhUraijatV (‘in pouring the libations we should hold the stick 
of fuel underneath the Sruk^ as it is in offerings to the gods, .that it is 
hold over it’). And with regard to the latter part of this (i.e, ^ upari hi, 
etc.'), there arises the question as to whether it is an Injunction or a 
Descriptive Declaration. 

And on this, we have the following 


PUHVAPAKSHA. 

“ (J) Because we have the word (2) because we have the 

''present sense (in ' dharayati' ) \ (B) because the sentence is capahJe of 
“being syntactically connected with another Injunction; and ( t) be- 
“cause what is herein meiitioued is found to he already enjoined by 
“ usage; — we must admit the sentence to be a Descriptive Declaration 
“ Question : ' How do you find it to be enjoined by usage V ’ 

"^Answer: All valuable materials rei^uire a protective covering 
' “ over them ; and as this general usage enjoins the use of some sort of a 
covering over the material being offered, we find the stick of fuel 
“ being specified and the object to be employed as the covering. 

“ That is to say, when the matei iai to be offered to the gods is being 
“ carried in the Sruh to the altar of the Ahavumya fire, common usage 
“ points out the necessity of covering it either by the hand, or by some 
other object ; and w'e take up for the purpose tlie stick of fuel which 
happens to be nearest at baud. The Injunction contained in the sen- 
Unuii:--* 8rugdun(fB samid/iamupayrhydnwlravuti ulso^ depending upon 
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** the aforesaid ir junction of usage, is with a view to the same purpose 
“ of afPo» ding a protective covering Coiiseqaentlj, the sentence ^upari 
“ dhilrayaf'i* should be taken as the Descriptive Declaration of something 
laid down before, just hs in the case of the Vpavlta ; specially for rea- 
8ons shown under the preceding Sutra»^ 

SIDDHANTA. 

With regard to the Holding y the sentence must be taken as an 
Injnnction; because it is not found to Lave been previously enjoined; 
and the stick of fuel being incapable of serving as an efficient protective 
covering, ifs being held over the material could not he in keeping with the 
said usage. 

That is to say, it is quite true that Usage points out the necessity 
of givi tig a protective covering to the valuable mnterial; but this would 
not apply to the case of the stu k of fuely which therefore could not be eiu- 
ployetlon account of its being near at band, for the purposes of the cover- 
ing ; as it would be more reasonable to employ the hand for the purpose, 
than finy such thing as the stick of fuel. 

OlgeCitimi ** We find that, on the sirengtli of certain Injunctions, 
the ladlesy etc* of Soma are given away as sacrificial gifts, for the 
“ purpose of gaining the good will of the persons receiving the gifts 
“ (even though as a matter of fact such useless gifts could not bring 
“ much satisfaction to the recipients) ; so, in the same manner, wo could 
“ employ thes/icfc of fuel for the covering of < he material (even though as 
“ a matter of fact, it could cover very little of it;.” 

Beply ; Such would certainly have been the case, if we had a Direct 
Injunction laying down the covering by the stick, of fuely as we have one 
laying down the giving of the ‘ Soma-ladle, etc,* As a matter of fact, 
we do not find any such Direct Injunction ; as all that even the sentence 
in question is found to enjoin is the mere Holding of the fuel-stick. If* 
in the case of the Somadadle also, we had the Injunction laying down 
the mere fact of its being given away, and not that of its being given ai 
a sacrificial gifly then, in that case, we should not have admitted it to hi^ 
meant as calculated to win the good will of the recipient. 

Further, the Injunction—* SrugdandB samidhamnpasahgrhyilntuira’ 
uafo ’— distinctly points out the place -the handle of the iSVaft "-^Yheri' 
the fuel- stick is to be held ; and this would indicate that the atihk is held 
before the material is pouted into the SmAr. 

Thus then, we find that the Holding of the stick offer 
not been enjoined by any other sentence. And that which has not been 
previously enjoined cannot be merely ted either by any verbs in 
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fche Present Tense, or by an Arthav&da, bearing the semblance of the state- 
ment of a reason Consequently, by means of a process of construction, 
we must remove fi'om the sentence the similarity that it bears to a Des-^ 
151 iptive Declaration; and then, breaking up the sentence, we come to 
take it as having the Injunctive ohai'acter; and the sense of the sentence 
thereby comes to be that— ‘ In the case of the Libation offered to Fitrs the 
fiieMick is to be held wnlemeatk the -Sfrak-haudle, while in those offered 
to the gods it is to be held ouer the handle/ The special method, to be 
employed in the explaining of the construction of such Injunctions, we 
have shown above. 

For these reasons, the sentence in question must be regarded as an 
Injunction. 



AUHIKARANA (2). 


[The nieiitiou ok’ the Specification of the Directions is a Descriptive 

Declaration.] 

ADHIKAKAXA (3). 

[The iiieiitiou of ^ paniM^difay' etc. is a Descriptive Declaration.] 

SUtra UO): I— The Specification of the Directions is also like 

the same. 

Sutra (11): Il—So also is the mention of the words ‘parushi^^ 
dita,’ ‘pfirflia,’ ‘ghrta’ and "vidagdha/ 

[1. In connection with the JijotUliiormiy we find the sentence - 
‘ PrdciudH'il abhajauUi, dakhhlniini pitaruh^ pr<i(U:hn nianushyOh, ndkitun^ 
nurah (or udlcl'ni Hudrofj ,) ; and with regard to thi.s, there arise Hi<; 
questions, as to (a) whether this is an Injunction or an Arthav^du ', ujnl 
being an Injunction, {h) whether what is laid down is a property nf 
Man, or that of the Action, or that of that Action mentioned in tlif 
Context of which man is the predominant factor, or that of the Attendin’: 
upon Guests], 

[II. In connection with the Dan;a~Purnamo>( f, we have the sentener 
— (1) * parushi ditam taddBvdmnn, yadantard tunmanusliyundvi, jpf 
samulantiit yitrndm^' (2) * yovidagdka^ sa naif'rtali .... tasmildavidahaln 
^rapayitauyam SfidBoutvdya,* (3) lu connection with the Jyotish\ovv* 
we liave the yatpUrnantanmanushtjdmlim upan^ adho dendndm. 

adkiih pUrnitm' ; and again, ( I) ' ghrtandlmndm mmiu pitrwlin 
pahvatn. maitushydniiin,' And witli regard to these there arise 
questions — {a) ns to whether they are Injunctions of the pioperties of tin- 
Performer, or tlie Descriptive Declaration of the properties of Action?. 
(6) whether tliey should find a place in tlie Action mentioned in 
the Context in whicli the Performer is the predominant factor, stud tliaf 
which deals with Budra, or in the Action of Attending upon guests; 
(c) or they are mere A rtfiavUdas ] . 

All that has been siiiti in couucctiou with the XwUadhikarana should 
be brought in here abo. 
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Ohjection: “ With regard to the seTitences that have been brought 
i; ,,p for consideration here, what additional doubt is there (over and above 
j hose settled under the Nmti^dhikarana), for dealing with which yon 
• should find it necessary to refer them back to that ? Why 

too, should these two Adhikaranas have been put in at all?’* 

Psply : Inasmuch as the Specification of the Directions is spoken of 
by a sentence which appears in the form of the description of some past 
event, and which is connected with the mention of the root * 5/my at/,* we 
come to think of the case of this sentence to he unlike that speaking of 
ihe Nirita. And as for the other sentences, — they ai'o connected with ivords 
which have the genitive ending and which contain within themselves the 
indiontion of the actions of the yajanulm) consequently, the Results are 
ilistiucftly cognized as pertaining to the Performer. 

That is to say, the Directions arc, by their nature, recognized as the 
Hccessories of all Actions ; and in connection with those, there is nothing 
now that could he enjoined, as in the case of the Nimta. And even 
thongh they be connected with the Performer^ yet all that we have to 
assume is the Result that would follow fi*oin the said specification of the 
Directions, and not any that would follow Action : And the result of the 
specification too that is assumed would be in connection with the ordinary 
a(?l ions of the world ; and that too only with reference to the unobstructed 
completion of the work in hand, and nothing in the shape of Heaven, etc. 

Thus the sense of the sentences comes to be this ; ‘In the action that 
the man does for himself,* (1) he faces the West or the Norths (2) ‘the 
grass that ho cuts is to be c.ut from the middlef (JI) ‘ whatever measure 
is used, it should be full,* (4) ‘all the work of oil is to be done with boiled 
hntter, which is known as ^ nishpakvmjutaf (5) ‘while in the action done 
lor the Mairritas and the Radras, the matei’ial used should be hnrnt 
iuid uncooked lospectively.' 

Consequently the method of establishing all this is exactly like what 
ha.s been employed before. 

On this question, then, we have the following 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

What is spoken of belongs to Man, because of the word ustul signifyimj 
"Am a« thrfi principal factor (Sutra 1), — that is to say, in the case of 
" the first sentence, even thongh there i.s no genitive ending, yet, inus- 
much as wq^ have the word ^ ahhajanlaf which makes the whole thing 
‘‘ connected with Man, we must take what is mentioned as ixdonging to 
‘ him; and in all the other sentences under consideration, it is the geni- 
tive ending that points to the fact of the tiung in question belonging to 
" ^fan. 
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“ So also, what has been sjiid in Sutra (2) may be said ^vith refer- 
ence t<j the case iiudei consideration, which would mean the greaioi 
** ease wiJ^h which the action would be performed. That is to say, 

'' get at the West as the dii*eotion, because of the fact that during the morib 
“ ing, if one were to turn to the West, he would have the sun at hih 
" baek, and hence feel more comfortable. Similai’ly, the cutting of fltn 
’* grass in the middle^ and the measure being full, are laid down because oi 
“ these being easier for the performer. In the same manner, the idea of 
the Nairritns being ‘ burnt * is due to the fact of the burnt-offering becom- 
“ ing black, an<l as such being more easily connected with Naii fita (which 
“ moans the earth), because of the similarity of colour. And the idea 
“ Rudra's portion being uncooked was suggested by the fact that the 
" uncooked material would bring on disease and hence be dangerous, i.e 
‘ Raudra * ( ^ belonging to Rudra). 

“ But since all these nre not distinctly enjoined, therefore, we ma.st 
take the sentences in questioti as Restrictive Injunctions. 

** The Context and Name (Sutra 6) however point them out as 
“ belonging to Actions (and not to Man); while all the six means of 
“ knowledge jointly point them out as finding a place in that Oontext 
“ wlierein Man is the principal factor. 

“ But Syntactical Connection {Sutra 7) sets aside the indications of 
the Context ; and hence, in order to avoid the assumption of Results, 
“ we must take the factors in question as to be employed in such actiom 
“ as the attending upon guests and the like. 

SIDDHANTA. 

(i) Inasmuch as there would be no ground for connecting tbom even 
with such actions (as the attending upon guests), (2) as there should be no 
removal, from the Context, of that which is capable of being taken along 
with it, (3) and as the sentences under consideration are connected with 
the Injunction of the ‘ East ’ (as the direction for the Gods),— *all these 
sentences must be taken as Arthavddas, And the glorification meant 
would bo of such things as ‘ Proper Cooking,’ etc., by means of a ‘ Praim 
by contraries’; (the descriptions given being those of things contrary 
to those meant to be glorified). 



ADHIKARANA (4). 

[The Proliibition of Lying pertains to the Sacrifice.] 

Sutra (12); “The prohibition > of Action, connected with the 
<< sacrifice, is descriptive of somethingr that always exists; 
“ because of its (previous) connection (with the Man).*' 

In course of the discussion as to the contradiction or non-contradic- 
<iion of Direct Declaration^ Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection, 
we come to treat of such Prohibitive sentences as ‘ one should not tell a 
lie* (^itSnrlam vaMt') and the like, which are met with in the context of 
the Darga^ PUrnamdsaf and with I’egard to which it has not been shown 
whether they pertain to the Man or to the Sacrifice,— sentences that are 
found to be prohibitions of * telling a lie,* etc. 

(I) With regard to those, in the first instance, there arises a doubt as to 
whether they pertain to tlie Man or to the Sacrifice. 

(II) Then inasmuch as all Prohibitions refer to certain activities, a 
settlement of the said Doubt depends upon the settlement of the character 
of the activities; and hence the question that calls for settlement befoi*e- 
hand is-^* for whose sake is the activity that is prohibited P * The Prolii- 

’ i)ition will be taken as pei’taining to that for whose sake the activity 
will be found to be; because the prohibition of a thing tliat belongs to 
one could not be of any use, with regard to another; as no such prohibi- 
tion wonld be called for ; specially as in all cases, we find that whenever 
a man is found to be acting towards a certain end, it is with ..regard to 
the same end that he is found to be prohibited. Hence tlie necessity of 
the consideration of the question as to whom the prohibited activity 
belongs. 

(III) Then again, we find that the cognition of that for whose 
sake we have the activity, depends upon the verb that denotes that 
activity; consequently it becomes necessary to consider tie nature of 
^orba ;— the 'question being as to for whose sake are the activities thut 
^hey are copahle of denoting. And so long as we have not come to a defi- 
nite conclusion with regard to Verbs, the case of Prohibition should rest 
aside. Thus then, the question to be dealt with comes to be this:— 
^ Those Injunctions that we find in a Context, which ai*e not connected 

162 . 
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wifli any otilftr words denoting rt relatJoftship with Man — ^for whose sake 
are the hhnvanafu that these Injunctions express? ’ 

And in connection with this plinse of the question, wo shall have for 
examples, all such sentences, as * Samidho yajati \ ‘ TanunapHtan yajati \ 
etc. With regard to these we will have the same question as to whether 
the '‘Samit Sacrifice' is for the sake of the Sacrifice, or for that of Man 
and so forth. And similarly with regard to the sentence ‘ nilnj-tam vadBt,* 
the question comes to be whether the (prohibited) ‘Telling of lies* is foi* 
the sake of Sacrifice, or for that of Man ; because the qualification of ‘Lie ’ 
would belong to that for Avhose sake there would be the ‘ telling,* Then, 
inasmuch as at the time of Prohibition, the Injunctiveness is transferred 
to that Prohibition, the consideration of nil other words should be mnde 
subservient to that one purpose. 

Thus then, in the case of the Prohibition pertaining to Man, it would 
mean that ‘ one should not do that telling of lies which is for the sake of 
Man*; while in the other case, it would moan that ‘one should not do tlie 
telling of those lies that are for the sake of sacrifices.’ 

(IV) Then, inasmuch as a settlement of all the above issues de- 
pends upon the due ascertainment of the nature of Verbs, the question 
with which we immediately concern ourselves comes to be this : ‘ Doen 
the Verbal Affix denote the Nominative Agent or not ? * If it does denote it, 
then, when the Bhdvanit expressed would come to look for its purpose, 
the fact of the Agent being directly spoken of by the word would set 
aside the idea of the action being for the sake of the Sacrifice— this latter 
idea being based solely upon the Context;— and we would accordingly he 
led to conclude that the Bhdvan^ in question is for the sake of the 
Nominative Agent (Man) ; while if tho verb does not denote the Agent, 
then, inasmuch as the indications of the Context would not be contni- 
dicted by any Direct Declaration to the contrary, the BhSvand would he 
concluded to be for the sake of the Sacrifice, as indicated by the Context. 


Objection: “ As a matter of fact, we find that even if the Verb . 
“ denoted the nominative agent, inasmuch ns the would always 

remain tlie principal factor, even though the relationship of the agent, 
“ that would be denoted by the Verb with reference to that Bhamnd, 
“ would be one that is directly declared, yet that could very well be taken 
“ as subservient to tho Context ; and as such, there would be no in- 
“ compatibility of thin relationship with the fact of the Prohibition per- 
“ taining to the Sacrifice, It is only when two relationships nro found to 
“be of equal strength and mutually contradictoiy, that thoj reject each 
“other; and not when one is capable of being taken as subseiwieht to 
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“ttoother. As for instance, in the case of the sentence ^ DagdptivitrUna 
a graham eammUrshti* we find that with regard to the "snmvidrga^' which, 
as subservient to the Dagl^pavUra, is mentioned in connection with the 
“ * Graha/ thei’e does not arise any question as to whether it is i*e]ated to 
“ the Dagfipavitra or the Orahi ; exactly in the same manner, in the case 
‘• in question, if the actim {Telling of Lies)^ which has the Agent sub- 
<» servient to it, be taken as pertaining to the Sacrifice^ tliore can be no 
“ thing objectionable in this. 

“ If the Verbal Affix denoted the fact of the Agent being the predoiui- 
“ uant factor, then alone would tliat have gone against the indications of 
•• ibe Context as to the predominance of the Sacrifice. Or, if the Verbal 
“ Affix denotetl the fact of the Sacnfice. being the subservient factor, as 
“the Agent is, then we would have had the incongruity of having two 
“ auxiliaries (the Agent and tlie Sacrifice) coalescing in the same Pri- 
, mary (the action of ' Telling of Lies 

“ As a matter of fact, however, we find that none of the said contiii- 
geucies is present {Le, the verb does not denote eitlier the predoiui- 
“ nance of the Agenty or the subservience of the Sacrifice), Conseqneiit- 
“ ly, the Direct Declaration pointing to the predominatico of the Agent y 
“ and the Context indicating tlie predominance of the Sacrijicey the two 
“ aie found to pertain to two distinct subjects ; and tlius, there being no 
“ coalition of the two with regard to any one subject, there can be no 
“ conflict between them ; and in the absence of conflict, the one cannol 
“ reject the other ; [and hence the question as to whether the verb 
“ denotes the Agent or not cannot have any bearing upon the main sub* 
“ ject of the Adhikarana ; as whether the Agent is denoted or not by 
“ the Verb, the ‘Telling of Lies* in question comes to pertain to the 
“ Sacrifice, in both cases].*' 

Ueplyx It is not so; because though in the first insUuce, the Agent 
is cognized as subservient to the Action, yet this does not preclude the 
possibility of its subsequently becoming the predominant factor. That 
is to say, though, at first, the Action, looking out for its accessory in the 
shape of its Pei’former, takes up the Agent as such a subservient acces- 
sory, —yet, when it comes to look out for its purpose, it is the Agent that 
is the nearest factor capable of supplying that need ; and thus having 
become the*Performery he comes to look out for the good that the Action 
would bring to him. And thus the I’elationship between the two factors 
(of the Agent and tlie BhAvanG)y both of which ax*e denoted by the same 
word (the verb, —in accordance with the view that the Agent is denoted 
^by the Verbal Affix), being established, the Bhdvana (of the action in 
tjuestion) could not be connected with the Sacrifice, which (being indi- 
cated by the Context) is more x*emote (from the BhOi^affH denoted by 
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tlie Verbal Affix, than the Atjent^ who, being demoted by the same Verb, 
is more nearly related to it). Specially as, so long as the BMvanH k 
capable of being aided by that which is denoted by the same word as 
itself, it is not right to assume the aid of an extraneous factor. As for 
instance, in the sentence — ^ Agnishomtyasya vapayH pracarya AgnUhomi- 
yfivi pa^purodUgamanunirmpaH' (‘having made the offering of the fat 
of the Agtmhomiya one performs the Pa9ttpurod§9a sacrifice to 

Agiii-Soma’),— though the nominal Affix (in ^ Agmshomtyam') signifies 
the fact of the Deities (Agni and Soma) being the subservient factor, yot 
when the purpose of the Sat^rifice comes to be looked^ for, we come to 
recognise the fact of the deities Agni and Soma — which are mentioned 
in close proximity to it, — being the objects to be sanctified (by the sacri- 
fice); and hence the former sacrifice (the VapSlprafCira) is not taken as 
acting as a remote aid to the Pa^u-pnrcxlaga sacrifice. And certainly the 
subsequent predominance of a thing is not incompatible with its previous 
subservient character. Specially as when we come to look for the purpose 
(to be served by an action), anything can be taken as the predorainiuif 
factor. 

Or again, it may be that the Verbal Affix denotes the Agent by 
himself alone, and his pi’edominant or subservient character would be 
implied subsequently, in accordance with the circumstances of each case; 
and thus in this case, it becomes possible for both the action and the 
agent, to be pi^dominnnt or subservient to each other, in accordance with 
their mutual needs, proximity and capability (and hence it is necessary 
to consider this question). 

Or again, it has been shown to be a general rule, that in the case of 
all words, the basic root and the affix conjointly denote the meaning of 
the Affix, by reason of the order in which they appear; and in accordance 
with this rule, in the case of the Verb also, both (the Boot and the Affix) 
would denote the Agmit as the predominant factor, to which the denotation 
of the basic root would be subservient, — ^just as in the case of the kfdanta 
word (the word formed by the root and the kvt affix). Specially as to 
the general rule just shown, we have never found an exception, either iti. 
the shape of an argument, or a rule to the contrary. And thus, just as in 
the Case of Boots with nominal and hrt affixes, so in the case of the 
ordinary verbs also, it is the denotation of the Affix that comls to be the 
predominant factor. And thus, inasmuch as the fact of the denotation of 
the Bioot being the subordinate accessory is expressed directly by the 
word (the Verb), it cannot be^set aside. 

Objection : “ The rule that you have brought forward is a general one,* 
■‘ and hence in the case of the Verb it could be set aside, iu viow of oiu’ 
“ actual ooguitions. £oi^ instaucei iu the case of Verbs, tlie denotation of 
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“the Root ifi actually cognised as the predotninint factor, while the Agent 
is i*eoognised as the siihsement factor ; as, if this latter also were the 
“predominant factor, there would be no connection between the two. 
“ That is to say, in all oases, wo have seen that tli(?re can be no connection 
“ between two factors that are either both subservient, or both pi^edomin- 
“ant. Consequently, when it becomes necessary to take one of them as 
“the subservient, and the other as the pi'edominant factor, then such 
“ discrimination could only be made in accordance with our actual cogni- 
“ lions. And just as in the case of the Krdanta and Taddhita words, we 
“ recognise the predominance to belong to the denotation of the Allix, 
“ which has for its subservient the denotation* of the basic Root, —so, in 
“ the case of the ordinary Verb, it is distinctly recogftizable by all that it 
‘ is the denotation of the basic root that is the predominant factor, 
“ having the denotation of the Affix subservient to it. And apart from 
tilts there can be no other cause for tlie discrimination of their pi c 
“ dominance and subservience. And thus there can be no chance for tlio 
“ Agent to he recognised as the predominant factor [and hence the Agent 
“ being always the subservient factor, the mere fact of his being denoted 
bj the Verb could not affect the question of the Action pertaining to him 
“or to the Sacrifice; and as such there can be no use, in the present 
“ Adhiharana^ of taking up the question of the denotation of the Agent by 
“ the Verbal Affix.''] 

To the above we make the following reply : The denotation of the 
Root can never be the predominant factor; and thus the aforesaid general 
rule would not be set aside in our case (as Ave hold the Bhdvand to 
be the denotation of the Verbal affix). That is to say, it bus been already 
shown that, inasmuch as the predominant factor in the denotation of the 
Verb consists of the Bhdvand (which is denoted by tlie Affix), no pre- 
dominance conld ever belong to the denotation of the Root, Avliich forms 
the Instrumental factor in the Bhdvand ; and it has also been shown that 

Bhdvand is not denoted by the Verbal Root, 

Says the opponent ; “ It has been shown that, in accordance with 
actual cognition, no predominance could belong to the denotation of the 
“ the Root.” 

Beply : True, it has been shoAvn ; hut not with regard to your theory, 
but to ours : fot he alone, who holds the denotation of the Verbal Affix to 
consist of the Bhdvand^ has the support of the law of Predominance as 
between the denotations of the Root and the Affix, as well as that of 
ordinary actual cognition ; while, on the other hand, for one who holds the 
denotation of the Verbal Affix' to consist of the Agent pure and simple, 
lbci*e is nothing (in the Verb) that could denote the Bhdvand ] and hence 
there would be no possibility of your definitioiiH pointing to the pre- 
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dominance of that ( BhdvanUi ) ; specially as from the very dhtinition (of 
the denotation of tho Affix) that yoQ vouchsafe, it is the Agmt that cotner; 
to be the pi’edominant factor; and that (as you have also shown) 
opposed to tl»e facts of actual cognition. Consequently, if the trend of 
actual cognition is to be followed, then it must be in due accordance with 
that that the denotation of the Affix should be defined ; and there is no 
doubt that such a definition has been supplied only by those who hold tbnt 
denotation to consist of the BhUvam^ and by none others. Consequentlv 
the other theorists having passed over the fact of oidinary actual cogiii* 
lion, like the deuotahiUty^ the predominance also of the Agent should be 
necessarily accepted by them; and thus tlie Action (of ‘Telling Lies’ ) 
would come to pertain to liivi (and not to the Sacrifice). [Tims it is cleai^ 
that the question of tho denotation of the Agent by the Verb has a very 
distinct bearing upon the main point of the present Adhikarana.'] 

Says the Opponent: “What you s»»y would be possible in ease 
“ tlie Direct Declaration referred only to tho relationship of Tddartliya 
“ (belonging to, being for the sake of). As a matter of fact liowever, what is 
“ actually declared, and cognised as such, is the relationship between the 
“ denotations of the Root and the Affix, of the qualiJlcaHon and the quail- 
'"fled, without any vestige of Tddartkya, anything with reg»ad to the one 
“ belonging to, or being for the sake of, the other. And though the denota- 
“tionof the Root, which is the qualification, is cognised as the subser- 
*• vient factor, yet, as in the case of the word * Rdjapicnishah,' so in tlie 
“ present case also, the characters of the Subsidiary and Primary may be 
“ attributed in a way contraiy to that indicated by actual cognition. Tliat 
“ is to say, in the word ‘ Bdjapuruskah ’ the Udjd, serving as the qiiali* 
“ fying factor, is recognised as the subservient element ; while wdien we 
“ come to consider the case as to which one of the two is the ronl 
“ subsidiary, and which the actual Primaiy, it is the lidjct that comes to 
“ be known as the Primary, the predominant factor. 

“ Then again, in the case of such words ‘ Pdeaka ’ and the like, ihek&raka 
“ is not one that has the point of its predominant factor doubtful ; aiul 
*Vyet, even in such cases, the Action is not cognised as belonging to the 
‘‘ Agent For instance, in connection with the ‘ singleness/ and ^ masouli* 
“nity* etc. of ^ Pagu/ which arc all shown to be connected with one 
“ another by the fact of being denoted by the various factors of the same 
“ word {*pagund *), — when these come to be considered as being subservient 
“ to the action (of ‘sacrifice’), the declaration will be made to the effect 
“ that * Direct Declaration does not mean that there is no signification of the 
“ Syntactical Oonnection* (Bhdshya on Sutra IV — i — 16) ; and in the same 
“ manner, we can declare, in the pi*eseut connection, that ‘ Direct Declare* 
“ tiou does not mean that there is no indication by the Context/ 
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** Ftiriber, even thoujsfh the Ap^nt mny he denoted, in the present 
‘^cAse, aft the predonfiinant factor, yet the Import should be taken as 
‘‘indirectly implying its subordinate chamoter. That is to say, though 
the Ajgont may be denoted as the pmlominant factor, yet tlie Import 
“does not show it to be the principal factor. Consequently, if the Verb 
“were to indicate the character of the Agent, it could not be indicated as 
“ the subordinate factor ; and if one is called an ‘Agent,' a ‘performer,’ 
“while performing an action, then, iiiasmnch as one who ‘performs’ an 
action must be a factor .subordinate to that Action, be could never be 
“ recognised as the Primary (or Principal) Factor. 

“ The same may be said to be the case where the actual denotation is 
“ wholly indifferent (as to Wio predominance or mhscrvienco of iho Agent). 

“ It has been urged above that ‘the Agent is merely denofal by the 
“ verbal affix, and as for its subordinate or predominant character, that 
Q would be implied indirectly.* But even then, if the Agent were denoted 
simply as an object^ its predominant or subordinate character could 
“ be taken as one may please, because the actual denotation would be 
“ wholly indifferent as to this. But as a matter of fact, the Agent is always 
“ denoted in the form of the Agents ivhich consists of the suliordinate 
“ character ; and hence there cannot be said to be an indifference on the 
“ point. 

“ Then, it has been argued that, ‘ even though it may be denoted as the 
“ saboi'dinate factor, yet the second further requirement (of the sentence) 
“ would show it out in the character of the predominant factor.’ But tliis 
“is scarcely admissible; — as it directly contradicts the Direct Declara- 
“ tion on the point ; as we have found that the verb has directly denoted 
“ it as the ‘ Agent* which is synonymous with the ‘ subsidiary ’ ; and if 
“subsequently we were to set aside this character, we would be going 
“ directly against the said Direct DecLaration. Nor does the absence of 
“ an assumption of the subordinate character leave anything meaningless, 
“ that might necessitate such an assumption necessary ; because all that 
“ is necessary for the required connection is indicated by the Context. 
“ Jnst as in the ease of the non-denotation of the Agent (by the Verb), 
“ the Context is capable of indicating, unopposed, all that is iiece.s8ary for 
“ the actual preformance of the Action, — so would it also do, in cases 
“ where the Agerit is denoted in the way shown above ; and as such there 
‘‘ would be no contradiction involved in tliis 

“ Then again, the single verbal affix could not, at one and the same 
“time, denote the subordinate, as well as the predominant character (of 
“ the Agent) ; and hence when accepting any one of these, if we were to 
accept it as the predominant factor, then, it would lose its nominative 
“ eharacter^ which consists of being subsidiary to th^ Action ; and coming 
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“ to be something that is obtained or approached^ it would come to have the 
“ character of the oh]e.ctive ; and consequently, inasmuch as the Deeleo- 
“ sional endings would he based upon that (objective) (in accoi’dance with 
“ Pi^nini's 8vtm ‘ lah karouini, etc.'), we should have the ItmaiiBpada (or 
“ Passive) form of the verb (t.e. ‘ ijyatB ' instead of ‘ yajati ’), in accordaneo 
suira ' Bhdvakarmanoryak' 

“The following argument might be brought forward here: ‘All 
“ Agents take to certain courses of action, never without a distinct pni^ 
“ pose in view ; consequently, he always appears in a two-fold character— 
•‘(1) that of the Performer, tl»e nominative, and (2) that of the 
“ possessor of the results issuing from the Action. And hence, when tlir; 
“ Agent would be denoted in both those characters, both the said require- 
“ ments following from the Action would be found to he duly sup- 
“ plied.’ 

“ But this is scarcely admissible ; because the character of the Agetit 
“ is distinctly known to consist in the shape of the Pei*form6r, the 
“ Nominative; and it is this that would be denoted (by the Verbal Affix); 
“ and then, as for the fact of being the possessor (of the result of the 
“ Action), that comes to he recognised subsequently, by other means of 
“knowledge. Though it is a fact that the character of the nominative 
“ Agent is not possible without that of the Possessor (of the Result of the 
“ Action), yet, inasmuch as this latter is cognisable by other means 
“ of knowledge, what the Verb must be taken as denoting is only the 
“ character of the Performer (of the Action). In fact, we actually find 
“other words (than the Verb),— words such as ^ svargaMmafy' and 
“ the like,— used with a view to the pointing out of the character of the 
“ Possessor of BesuUs. 

“ For these reasons, it must be admitted that the character of tlio 
“ Agent (even when denoted by the Verb) is always that of the suhor- 
“ diuate factor. 

“ And in this case, we have the following further advantage : Wo 
“ find that eveu insentient objects, like the piece of wood for instance, are 
“ spoken of as Nominative Agents ; and certainly, the character of these 
“ could not be based upon uuy desire for results; consequently there can 
“ be no such certain notion (as that the nominative character always im- 
“ plies that of the Possessor of BesuUs). 

“ That is to say, the definition of ‘ Nominative Agent * that we 
“ should admit must be one that applies to all such Agents. And as a 
“ matter of fact, we find that the oharaoteristio of ^desiring the results' 
“ does not apply to all; inasmuch as it is not possible in insentient 
“ objects (which are often found to serve as nominative agents) ; while 
“ as for the character pf ‘ being the performerf it is found to exist in all 
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such objects. Consequently, this latter alone should be accepted as 
cofistifcnting the differentia of tlie 

“ Thus then we fiiid that the Action cannot belong to the Man for 
Agent) (even in the case of its being denoted by the Verbal Affix ). 

“ And hence, there is no need oF taking up the consideration (of the 
‘‘ question as to whether the Agent is, or is not, denoted by tiie V^erbul 


To the above, we make the following reply : Though it ivS quite true 
tliat the verb does not denote the subsidiary character of the Action (wIumi 
it is taken as denoting the Agent), yet such eliaracter of it is shown by 
t he very fact of its qualifying the xAgent, and thereby being subordinate tu 
it. Consequently, one kind of its subservience to the Agent, with regard 
nvits denotation by the verb (along with the Action), is found to bo dis- 
tinctly mentioned. And that should be accepted, with regard to the Per- 
formance also (of the action ; and not with regard to the denotation only). 

In the case of such expressions as ^ Eajapurushah ’ also, the operation 
of the words themselves distinctly indicates the fact of the Efljn being 
the subordinate factor; while on the strength of other means of know- 
lf*dge, the actual relation of subsevriency between the Baja and the Purusha 
accepted to be quite the contrary {Le, the Purusha is recognised as 
subordinate to the Bajd) ; as has been shown under the ‘ Sahtvadhikarana ’ 
( I r — i— 11 et seq.) ; and it has also been explained that tins latter recognition 
of the contrary relationship does not necessarily make such relation 
the actual denotation of the words. 

In fact, that subordinate element which really subsists in the Edjn, 
is that upon which the operation of the word (in ^ Eiijapurmhah') in 
based. That subordinate element really exists. Because the Edja, pro- 
viding for the subsistence of the Purusha (his servant), comes to be 
ontlowed with the subordinate character ; and as for his * lordship ’ over 
fite man, he comes to assert it later on; and the way in which he may be 
*^poken of (either as the Lord or the subordinsite) depends upon the wish 
of the speaker (in whichever character he may wish to I’epresent him ). 

That is to say, if what is meant to be spoken of is the ‘ Purusha 
^^'iroant) qualified by (belonging to) the Edjd^' then, it must be admitted 
^bat what is meant to be indicated by the compound is the fact of the 
according such aids (to his servant) as the providing for hia subsis- 
terice, as this would be exactly in keeping with the actual denotation of the 
words. When, on the other hand, the Baja is meant to be spoken of as 
that is helped (served) by his servant ^ then it would be, necessary to 
hike the fact of the Etfja being the qualified, as indicated by the wonl ; 
163 
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and in that case, the Purusha (servant) comes to be indicated as liis 
qualification, carrying out his orders ; and in that case the expression 
used should be in the form of ^ Purmharifje^.' Thus then, while the nso 
of the two forms C BfJjapurushay and ' PurusharSjah*) ifi found to bt? 
conditioned by the two meanings shown above as those desired to be 
conveyed, w'hy shoultl wo have recourse to the complicated alternative of 
having the use of them conditioned by the mere desire to express, as based 
upon the help accorded to the action to be spoken of afterwards ? Thus 
ihon, wlien the use of a word is found to be brought about by a previ- 
ously existing cause, we conclude that in the case of the word * Bdjapuru’ 
shah,* the subsidiary character (of the Raja) that is meant is that basfiffl 
upon the fact of his helping (the servant). Though, in the case of such 
possessions as the Cow, the born slave and the like, the subsidiary 
character (of the Master) is absolutely non-existing, yet such character 
should bo taken as imposed upon him by the possibility of his extending 
his helping hand to them. 

It may be argued that in such cases as that of the word * BAjapuru- 
.s7^clA,* with a view to establish the superiority of the BUjSt, we can explain 
‘ npasarjana * (the character whereof is attributed to the BStjH) as * Helper,’ 
and not as * Subsidiary.’ But even then, the character of the helper 
would be more proximate to the Suhstdiary, whoso function tends to 
^ helping,' mi noi to the Primary, and hence the ‘helping’ also would 
only establish the stihsidiary character of th^ Bajd, 

In the case of all such words as ‘ piicaka' mi the like, .inasmuch as 
the very existence of the word is due to the action of helping (by cooking, 
etc.), we accept the existence of this /icZpwy in the actions (of cooking, f.i.). 
which thus become endowed with the character of the Subsidiary, and 
not with that of the Primary, which could be based only on the fact of 
their being something to he accomplished. 

Objection : “ In that case, in the sentence ^ prohshit&hhyRm nluhhalu- 
“ musaldbhydm, etc. (‘by means of the ulukhalamimnsala duly washed, 
“ otc.'),th.etoa8hing \vould become subservient to the substance (pounded) ” 

Seply : Who denies that fact ? (We quite readily admit it.) 

Objection: “Then, the consideration of the question as to whether 
“ or not the said ^cashing is for the purpose of threshing, pounding, etc., 
“ would be wholly incompatible.” 

Reply: Why should it be incompatible, specially when the fact of 
something tending towards the accomplishment of another is quite diffei * 
ent from its being for the sake of that ? For instance, the sccessor\ , 
though being for thesahe of the sahstance, yet tends towards the accomplish- 
ment of the action ; aiid under the circumstances, it is only natuml that 
there should arise question as to w hether the pax'tica^r accessory- 
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detail (of washifi^) tends towards the accomplishment of the intervening 
action of threshmg BjXiA poundingi etc., or to that of the much remoter 
ApUrva (of the Sacrifice). And as for the consideration of the question 
I as to for tohose sake wo have the washing^ that could not be very well 
earned on, without a reference to the UlUkhala md the Mtisala^-^the. 
(jaestijon to be considered being whether the washing is for the sake of 
the capability of the UlUkhala and the Musala to bring about the actions 
ot ihreshing and pounding^ or to that capability of these which tends to 
bring about a certain transcendental result 

Then again, though the hidden objective character of a certain 
thing would not include the action, yet, when the Nominative character 
becomes manifested, as located in (manifested by) the Verb, this 
hitter would certainly include it. That is to say, those kdrakas (the Accu- 
sative, etc.) that are denoted by krdantas (nouns formed by krt affixes;, 
oheing hidden (not explicit), could not take up the action as being for 
iheirown sake; those, howem*, that reside in Nouns and Verbs proper, 
are quite manifest, and would be capable of taking up the action. 

It has been argued above that, “as in the case of the o' 

aniimlf so, in the case in question also, if the Action, that has got rid 
of the relationship of being for the sake of the Agent, were taken as 
pertaining to the Sacrifice, there would be nothing objectionable in 
this.’* 

To this we make the following reply : Inasmuch as the singleness, 
etc., are included in the Kdrakas, they would be for the sake of the 
Action, because of their being amenable to the direct denotation of the 
Kdrakas ; and this would set aside the idea of those (singleness, etc.) being 
subsidiary to the .substance. That is to say, it would bo solely on the 
ground of proximity (consisting of the fact of its being expressed by the 
namo word) that the number could be taken as subsidiary to the stth- 
stance ; but it is taken up and connected with the Actim by the kdraku, which 
is the predominant factor, being more proximateJy z’elated to the number 
(inasmuch as the kdraka and the number arc denoted by the same case- 
ending, while the number and the substance are denoted by two distinct 
parts of the Verb). In the case of the denotations of Verbal Roots, 
however, they are not shown, by any other more authoritative means of 
knowledge, to pertain to the Sacrifice, which could reject the fact of those 
root-meanings being subsidiary to the Nominative Agent. 

Then again, an argumeut that has been urged is that, “ inasmuch 
us tiiechatacter of the Nominative Agent is in the shape of the Subsidiarily 
even though it be denoted as the predominant factor, it all the more 
comes to be established as the Subsidiary.” 

But this is not coiTect; in the matter of actions mentioned in the 
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Soi ipfcuies, it is only iutelligeut agents that are entitled ; consequently, 
tliere could be uo injunction of actions for such agents, unless it were 
.tccompanied by a distinct definition of the Result (to follow from the 
}>ei'formance of those actions). 

That is to say, though the character of the Agent generally consists in 
tlitib of his being the performery yet, for all intelligent performers, t!»e 
|)eiforraanoe is always accompanied by a definite idea of the result tt) 
follow from it; and, as a matter of fact, it is only such intelligent per- 
sons, and not non-intelligent ones, that are entitled to the performance? 
of actions laid down in the Veda; and all these actions are connected 
with certain Injunctions,— even Prohibitions being based upon the pr^- 
015 ce of the Injunctive affix; and, as a matter of fact, there can be no 
io jauction, unless there is something desirable by man to be accomplished 
'by the action enjoined). Consequently, when the Man comes to be 
spoken of as the ‘ performer ’ of a certain action, he at once comes to the 
conclusion that the action is calculated to accomplish, either directly or 
indirectly, something desirable for himself; and so long as it is possible 
fi> have the help accorded directly, it is not right to assume an indirect 
lielp. Nor is the performer wholly incapable of undergoing preparatmjf 
purifications, because, being meant to bo the substratum of the result ol 
the Sacrifice, his purification would serve a distinctly useful purpose. 
As for the particular help that could be accorded to liini by the actiom 
we can, at the first instance, take it to be a mere help in general; as 
this would be enough to set aside the idea of the action being for tlic 
sake of the Sacrifice ; and when this has been done, then we can go 
on assuming, as we wish, the particular helps Jiccoided to the performc*r 
(by the action in question); but this seeking after particular helps 
would be of no use iu the present connection, as the mere fact of the 
adlon according same help to the Performer would be enough to show that 
tlivi action cannot be for the sake of the Sacrifice. (That is to say, iu case 
iho Verb be accepted to bo denotative of the Performer, the Nominative 
Agent). 

Even bhoagli the mere denotation of the Nominative Agent woulil 
m»t express his predominance , which is not included iu the former 
denotation, — ^yot, the apparent inconsistency of the former denotation 
necessarily imply the fact of the predominance also being signified 
b/ the same Verb. As for instance, even though the word ^ svargakH^ 

\ which denotes a particular Person, does not denote the fact of tlie 
srarga being the object to he iUtaimd, yet this latter is assumed (on the 
strength of the apparent iuconsistenby of the previous denotation) (as 
shall show ia Mhga^a VI). In the same manner, the ‘lordship’ of on 
inbelligeiit person (over^a certain action) would be signified by the cog- 
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uition of the nominative oliaracfcer being based upon the presence, in that 
of a desire for the acquiring of the results (to proceed from that 
action). And then again, in the case of the Deity, which is the reoi- 
pient of the offering made in the action, we find that its preclommance is 
rtcognized only as leading to its being cognised as iustrnmontal in the com- 
pletion of the Sacrifice, and not with the solo end ofiiwely establishing 
the said predominance; and similarly in the ease in question, the sub- 
sidiary character of the Agent should bo taken only as calculated to cstab- 
jisli his predominance (consisting in the fact of his being tlie possessor of 
tiio result following from the action). 

Then again, the subsidiary char.acter of the Nominative Agent is not 

( recognized as referring to the siguifications of the verbal roots, (but as 
with reference to the Bhacana) ; and wdien the Agent comes to be known 
as subsidiary to the BhSvaudy do not you even then ndniit the significa- 
tbii of the verbal i*oot to be subsidiary to him ? 

That is to say, even for one who holds the Nominative Agent to ho 
licMioted by the Verbal Affix {Ia^. for the Vdiydkarana), it is absolutely 
necessary to admit the existence of the Bhdvand, oji the strength of its 
actual cognition. And then, inasmuch as it is the Bhomnd that is denoted 
by the same Vei bal Affix, and is the predominant factor in the denotation 
of that affix, it naturally takes with itself the Nominative Agent as its 
subsid^^ and as such, the Agent does not become subsidiary to the 
.signification of the verbal root. And hence, the Agent, being engagod 
with the Bhdvand which he cannot turn aside to any other purpose, comes 
to take up, as his subsidiary, that which is signified by the verbal root 
(connected with the affix that denotes the Bhdvand and the 
Agent), 

Nor is there any incongruity involved in the fact of the Agent having 
die tw^ofold character (of being subsidiary to tlio Bhdvund^ and yet the 
predominant factor in comparison to the signification of the verbal 
root) ; because the two are two subjects totally apart. If the Agent 
^vere taken as also subsidiary to ‘the ttoot-meaning itself, then even 
•'Ij single such signification would be self-contradictory. As a matter 
A fact, we find that, in the case in question, it is with reference to the 
lihdvand that the Agent is regarded as the subsidiary, while with referciico 
to the Root-meaning, it is the predominant factor ; and as such there can 
be no self-contradiction in this. Because, if a tiling that is naturally 
endowed with a twofold character, should be denoted b}' w'ords also as 
having both of those characters, — what incongruity can there be in this K 
Or it may be that while one of these characters is expressed directly by 
word, the other is implied only indirectly ; and thus, too, there can be 
8elt*oontradiction. 
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And thus, iuasmuch as there is always a possibility of the nomina- 
tive agent being the predominant factor, that which is signified by the 
verbal root would certainly become subservient to that Agent (if he be 
admitted to be denoted by tiie verbal affix). 

There is yet another point of difference deserving of notice ; it is 
this : The words ‘pdcuAra’ and the like are recognised as connected with 
another action; and heiioe in the case of such words the mere denotation 
of the word would make the root a qualification (of the Agent). 

That is to say, wo have the following point of difference between the 
subservieul character based upon verbal denotation and that based upon tk- 
n-idure of things:— 1\\ the case of tlie souionco— pdcaham rdfapurml^itirn 
caanuya' (‘ Fetch the coo/c anti the *)— we find that the 

action of cooking and the king become subservient to the that is 
connected with the action of fetching (he. the man that is to he fetched) 
merely through the peculiar character of the denotations of the w'ords 
i^pttcaka^ and * rajapiirusha') ; and so it is just possible tliat the two 
(the cooking and the king) may not go so far as to become the actual 
auxiliaries (to the Mail and the action of fetching). On the other hand, 
in the case of such sentences as ^nanrtam vad^t, we find that the words 
do not make a inoatioii of the connection of the nominative agent with 
any other action (than that of ‘telling’ f.i.) ; so that we do not stand in 
need of a suKservieut character based upon the mere denotation of woi iis ; 
and consequently, we are led to accept the subservient character of the 
root-moaning (the Action of telling) as based upon the nature of thing.s ; 
and this character can be none other that of being the auxiliary. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted tliat, in the event of the 
Agent being accepted to be denoted by the verbal aflSx, there is a <lis- 
linct authoritative means of knowledge pointing to the fact of the 
Action signified by the verbal root being subservient to the Man. 

Objection: “But, even if tlie Agent wore not denoted by the verbal 
“affix, then too, inasmuch as he would be indicated by the Bhdvand that 
“is denoted by the same word (as the Agent, i.e. by the verbal affix). 

“ it would be he that* would he most nearly related, by Context, to tk 
“ verbal root ; and hence, in this case foo, when the Action signified by tlJf 
“verbal loot would come to look for its purpose, this want would be 
“supplied by the said Agent; and hence in this case also, just as in the 
“case of the Agent being denoted by the verbal affix, the Action would 
“ be subservient to the Agent.” 

Reply This objection does not quite apply to the case ; because only 
that word can be takou in its indirect indicative sense, which is not 
capable of affording a sense by direct denotation ; and when the word 
has once afforded t^is direct denotatiou, it is then that the Indication 
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appeal’^ as ite concomitani (and hence it is that this latter cannot have 
rt preference over Direct Denotation ) . 

That is to say, if the Agent were ctenoted (by the verbal affix), then, if 
ije should happen to be spoken of, in a general waj\ —without having his 
specialities pointed out, — by Direct Denotation, — then, he would cer- 
tainly bei^ble.to fulfil all the requirements of every one of the actions that 
l,e would perform; and as such, in no case, would he fall oJf from the 
souse of the Scriptures. On the other liand, if he is only indicated (by 
the liMvantl), then, from the very beginning, we would have the idea 
that what is cognized is not in keeping with tlie sense of the Scrip- 
tures. And certainly we cannot attach any importance to that which is 
not mentioned by the Scriptures. Consequently, if we could (ind out 
some scriptural authority pointing to the fact of the xigent being indl^ 
by the then alone could we accept it as being in keeping 

with the Scriptures, and hence admissible. But as a matter of fact, we 
(ind that all the words of the Scripture betake themselves to the indirect 
Wfchod of Indication only ^yhen their direct signification is not found to 
bo of any use with regard to the Action ; and in the case in question wo 
tind that the Bhavand is of use (in the Action), only in the shape in 
which it is directly denoted (by the verbal affix). But it is not possible 
for the verbal affix to operate, at the same time, both directly (with 
^rjegard to the BMvand) and indirectly (with reference to tlie Agent). 

Consequently, just as in the case of the ntterance, ‘ Ptirvo dhdvafi * 
(‘the former is running’), though the ^latter' is also implied ns the 
correlative of the yet it is not connected witli the action (of 

running ) in the same manner, the fact is that tlie expression in 
question (i.e. the verbal a.ffix) being really given to something else 
(the Bhdvand)y the Agent is simply implied as tlie correlative of 

Bhdvand; and as such, this implied Agent is not cognized as of any 
use with regard to the Action in question. Then, as for the mere cogni- 
tion of the Agent by Indication, that would be possible only wlien the 
Agent would be a subordinate factor, and hence the said Indication 
could not point to the fact of the Agent being the predominant factor. 
And then the upshot of the whole affair is that, for the sake of ifs 
own accomplishment, which would not be otherwise possible, the Bhdvanil 
implies the Agent, only as a subordinate, and not as a predominant 
factor; and hence an idea of his predominanee would be wholly un- 
founded. Specially as the Bh dvand would not bo able to imply the Agent, 
ff ho Were the predominant factor. Consequently as soon as tlio Agent 
i’ugins to bring itself forward to a predominant position, and we look for 
an authority for this latter position, we find bo tli tlie word (the verbal 
affix) and the wholly indifferent on the point; and as a matter 
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of fact, there can be no other right means of the cognition of the saiVI 
jn’etlomiuance (which thus becomes wholly unfounded). 

Thus then, we find that the consideration of the question, a.s n, 
whether, or not, the Agent is denoted (by the verbal afliJt),— has a vet v 
important bearing upon the main point of the Adhikarana, 

And upon this question we have the following 

PTTRVAPAKSHA. 

“ The sentence — * nanr^am vade^ * — must be taken as prohibiting tht* 
"Idling of lies that the man does for Ms own sake, on account of Die 
• general tendency of speech to be false; that is to say, it lays down the 
prohibition of telling lies for the sake of saving man from a grievons sin. 
“ (1) Because the word ^ vadBt * directly denotes the Man (as the xr>* 
‘‘ minative agent) ; (2) because it is only when taken in this manner 
that the Injunction is fonnd to serve a useful purpose ; and (3 ) because if 
it pertained to the sacrifice, it would be altogether useless. 

"That is to say, in the first place, the comiection of the action of* 
" ‘ telling’ with the Agent i.s directly denoted by the fact of both of them 
" being denoted by the same word (the * telling * by the root ‘ vada' and 
" tlie Agent by the verbal affix:, in tlie word ‘ vadSt ’) ; and this connection 
" sets a.sido the indication of the Context (which is the sole authority for 
" connecting the ‘Telling’ with the Sacrifice). Secondly, the operatum ' 
"of the Injunctive (in U^adSt^) also is found to serve the distinctly 
" useful purpose of laying down something not mentioned bofoi'e (i.e. tlie 
" pr.*ohibitiou of the telling of lies for the .sake of Man) ; while if it were 
" meant to be for the sake of the Saonficc, then, the Injunctiveness wouhl 
"rest wholly in that wliicli is signified by the root (i.e. — ^tlie mere 
" telling’), which would be brought up by the declaration of the per- 
“ Formance of the sacrifice as a wdiole ; and as such an actual injunction 
" io the same effect would be ab.solutely useless. This is what is meant; 
"by the BMshya, — Otherwise, the meaning of the word ^ vad-Bt' comes 
" he merely that y telling is ’ ; and the use of the word *vadstf which denotes 
" the nominative as well as the Injunction, for expressing the mere fact 
" that * telling isf would be absolutely useless, 

“ Thus then, inasmuch as all Injunctions are for the sake of Man. 

" Prohibitions also, following in the wake of Injunctions, must be taken 
" as being for hi.s sake (and not for that of Sacrifice) ; and the 
"sense of the sentence in question comes to be that, ‘for the sake of 
" helping himself a Man should nb^ tell lies/ 

" To explain the Inasmuch as what the sentence is found te 

"express has already been previously laid for the Man by the Smrti, ftfc 
" the time of his Upanq/yana, long before he became entitled to the per- 
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'^formanoG of the 2>ar(arPi<mam^FG,->t)ie same declarntiou made for the 
‘sake of Man, in connection with this sacrifice, must be tako?i as merely 
‘descriptive of that which has permanent existence (for the Man, ever 
‘ since his Uftanayana). 

“ QuesHo7i : ' Wlien the Prohibition is for the sake of Man, why 

* should the speak of connection \oith a sacnfico ? * 

** Jwsfrer What is meant to be set aside by the 8 fdm is that (I ) 

‘ which the SiddhSnti takes to be connected with the Bacrijice^ (2) which is 
‘ spoken of as connected with it, and (3) which is indicated, by the Context, 
^as being thus connocited; the meaning of the Sfitra would thus be this : 

* That which in meant hy the Siddhdnti to he related to the saoi'l-fi e, or that 
^ which is spoken of asrehted to it, or that which is indicated hy the Con- 
^text to he related to it inasmuch as all this would really pertain to the 
‘ Man, the sentence in question must he taken as merely descriptive of what 

[ ^toheady exists. 

“ Objection :• * The sentence in question, which is a Qruti, must he taken 
^^as the basis for the Smyli-text that prohibits the telling of lies at the 
“ Vpanayana. That is to say, it has already been shown (in the Smrti- 
“pflda) tliat all 8 metis are authoritative only by reiison of their being 
based upon corroborative flruti texts; and consequently, inasmuch as 
“the sentence in question is found to be expressive of the same thing as 
r“the Smfti text (prohibiting the telling of lies) found in connection 
“ with the Upanayana ceremony, the former should be taken as the basis 
“of the latter (and not as merely descriptive of it). That is to say, if 
“ the aiirhority of the Smrti rested in itself, independently of everything 
“else, then, on the strength of this fact, the (^ruti-sentence nnder con-* 
“sideration might have been taken as merely descriptive of what has 
“always existed (on the strength of the aforesaid 8mrti-text). As a 
“mattef of fact, however, in the case of all Smrti texts, it is necessary 
“to trace the corroboration of a Qrtdi^text. And in the case in question, 
“the only alternatives at our disposal are— Tl) to assume some other 
“ ^rvii-text as the basis of the said Smrti, and take the one under consi- 
“ deration as merely descriptive, or (2) to take the sentence under consi- 
“ deration as the basis of that Smrti. But so long as we actually find 
“ the necessary corroborative fruti-text in the shape of the one under 
“consideration,***' there can be no ground for assuming one that does not 
“ exist (or, at le^t is not us easily perceptible). In fact, such an assump- 
“ tion woulM involve two unjustifiable things — the rejection of the text 
“that already exists, and the assumption of that which has no existence* 
“Consequently we cannot take the sentence in question to be a mere 
“ descriptive declaration.' 

“ ThA^’epZy to the above as given by the iihifshya iB this : (If the 
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“Smrti vttle \v<>re based upon the ynit^text in question, then) the 
Smrti should hive mpntion-d the Darm-Purnaniftsa saerifire ; as a walfn 
'‘of fad y hoivei^r. we find the Snifti ride being taught at the time of the 
Upanaya7in ; conseqnmtli/ the sentence in question cannot be taken as the 
*' Vedic basis of the SmTti nde. 

“To this awsuw, ho>yever, some people object as follows: ‘In the 
“ Bhashya, there does not appear to be any connection or relevancy of 
“that which follows to wlmt has gone before. Becnnse if the sentence 
“in question were taken as pertaining to Man, being taken apart from 
“the Context, — then in that case, inasmuch as the sentence would have 
“the same meaning as the Sindi rule,— why should not. in that case, 
“the sentence in question, be taken ns the basis of the SmrH ? That is 
“ to say, if the sentence under consideration were meant to pertain to the 
“ Sacrifice^ and thus serve as the basis of the then, in that case, 

“ as it would bo necessary for the basis and that which is hosed upon it to 
“be of tlie same nature, and as the two (the basic Qruti and the based 
Snirti), in this case, would not be similar in character (the ^mti per- 
“ taining to the Sacrifice^ while the Smrti pertains to Man), the one 
“ (the O'uH sentence under consideration ) could not have served as the 
“ basis of the Sni^di rule. When, however, the indications of the 
Context are set aside, and the sentence under consideration is taken as 
“ pertaining to Man, then, inasmuch as this also would come to pertain 
“ to the time of tiie Upanayana (and thus being exactly similar in charac- 
“ ter to the Smrti rule), wherefore should not the Purvapakshi have 
“ admitted the fact of the Smrti being based upon the sentence in ques- 
“ tioii ? Why too would it be necessary for the Svifti rule to have 
“ mentioned the Darga-Purnamnsa (when botli the Smrti and its corrobo- 
“ rative Qrntidext in the shape of the one under C/Onsideration would 
“ come to pertain to Man ) ? For these reasons, we conclude that the 
“ denial (in the Bhilshija passage under consideration) of the fact of the 
“ sentence in question being the basis of the Smrti rule was ill-advised-' 

“But this objection is not quite admissible ; because in the present 
Adhikarana^ the Bhtlshya purs forth three distinct P^irvapakshas ; 
“ from among whom, the first can admit of the fact of the sentence 
“ under consideration being the basis of the SmrH nile, while the other 
“ two insist upon the foimer being taken merely as descriptive of what 
“ has been laid down in the latter. 

“ That is to say, if the only declaration of the PUrvapaisha were that 
“ in regard to the sentence pertaining to Man, then the Bhdshya passage 
“ under consideration would have been irrelevant. As a matter of fact, 
“ however, the existence of this very passage in the Bhashya shows that 
the author of the J^tHshya had in view three distinct Parmpaksh^as 
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“ which are as follows:— (1) First of all is one that is wholly iudepeii- 
“ dent of the SUtra , — and this is that the sentence in question pertains 
“to Man; and in this case, the Smrtt rule 'is not brought forward at 
‘♦all; and if it were absolutely necessary to bring it forward in this 
“ case also, then, there would be nothing to prevent us from accept- 
“ ing the Snttit to be based upon the sentence under consideration. 

And in the case of this Purvaftakaha both of tlu se (the (^ruH and the 
“ would be accepted as free from all doubt as to whether they 

“ are Injunctive or Descriptive (as both would be admitted to be Injuiic- 
“ tive).— (2) But finding the two Sutras (12 and 13) not connected with 
“one another in regard to the above Purvapakiha, the Bhashjn, with a 
“ view to put forward the theory of the sentence being a Dcscrriptivc 
“ Jleelaration (which Purvapakska would he in keeping witb the 
“ 8iddhdnta Sutra 13), takes up the view that the sentence in question 
“ pertains to the Man as connected with the Sacrifice ‘j and hence makes 
“ the declaration — The telling of liei ivas prohibited at the time of 
*Hhe Upanayana. And the objector, taking his stand upon tlie first 
“ Purvapakshaf objects to the declaration of the sentence in question 
“ being merely descriptive, when it should be taken as forming the very 
“basis of the Swrti rule. And in reply to this olqection, the SiddhUnti 
“ (of the Purvapaksha) denies the fact of the sentence in question being 
“the basis; and in doing this lie practically accepts the second Puroci 
“ paksha ; his meaning being that we have not admitted (he sentence to per* 
“ tain to the Man by himself but to him as connected with the Sacrifice^ 
“just like the Ahhikramana^ in accordance with the Sii/m III — iv— 15; 
“ and certainly this would not apply to all men, or oven csll through the 
“life of one man even. This view would be in keeping with liii’ect 
“ Declaration (which connects the telliny with the Manna well as with the 
‘ Context (which connects it with tlie Sacrilice)^ And thus tl»e Smrti 
“ rule, which has a universal application, could not have all its require- 
“ men ts supplied by the p/ aft-text in question, which has a limited scope 
“ of application, applying to one man only, and that too, only during 
“ the time tliat he may be engaged in the Darga-Vurnamasa ; consequenfc- 
“ ly the Smtli would certainly point to a ^rwfi text exactly like itself 
“ (that could serve as its basis) ; and when this latter has been asHiiincd, 
* the Prohibition (of telling lies) in connection with the Darga-Purna^ 
“ mttsa sacrifice, being found t<j be a part of that contained in the as- 
“ sumed sentence, comes to be taken as merely descriptive. For certainly, 
“ that which serves as a Prohibition, from the very day of the Upanayana^ 
*■ would act as one during the Darga^PUrnamdsa e\ao Thus then, inas- 
“ much the Darga-Purnamd^’a would fall within the time between one's 
“ Ofawayattu and bis death, the sentence that speaks of the piohihiiion 
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“ 0 / teMing liet daring these Sacrifices must be merely descriptive of 
'‘the wider Prohil/itian pertaining to the man's whole life; and it 
“could not form the basis of the Smfii rule. The sentence in the 
“ BhUshya — 'upica purushidharmatn SvopodtganH*-- {which appears in the 
“ course of this second should be taken along with the 

“former; as it speaks of the Prohibition pertaining to the JMTan.— >(3), 
“ Or, this very sentence--* apica etc.’ — may be takeii as putting forward 
“ ihe third theory of the Pftrvapaksha. And in this case the sen! enee 
“ would not be taken as referring to the question of the Piohibitioii 
“ pertaining to tlie Man or to the Sacrifice \ but the question being 
“ as to whether the Prohibition of telling lies, that we find in 
“connection with the Darga^PUrnamnsaj is the Injunction of some- 
“ tiling never laid down before, or it is only descriptive of what has been 
“ pt eviously laid down, — ^we have the Purvapaksha that, because of the 
“ Prohibition being contained in the Smrtt, it is merely descriptive of 
“ what already exists. 

“ Objection : ‘ The connection of the Prohibition as found in the 

“ is wholly different from that found in the sentence in question ; 
“ because in the former it relates to Maw, while in the latter it relates to 
“ the Sacrifice (and hence the one could not be merely descriptive of the 
“ other).’ 

“ JBeply : True, it is so ; and yet the sentence in question is merely 
** descriptive of what already exists; because, even in the Hacrifice, 
telling of lies must belong to tbe Man, and not to the Sacrifice-, conse- 
“ quently that prahihition of the telling of liesy which relates to the Man, 
*' would apply to tlie Sacri/ire also. 

“ That is to say, though it i.s true that ihe Prohibition relating to 
“ the is something different from that relating to Man, jet the 

“former could not have the true character of the Injunction,— as it 
“would certainly be implied by the impossibility in the former. For 
“certainly, it is not possible that a Man should avoid the telling of lies 
“ for his own sake, and go on telling them for the sake of the Sacrifice. 
“ Thus then, inasmuch as the prohibition of telling lies for tlie sake 
“ of the Sacrifice would be included in that of telling them for the sake 
“ of the Man himself, the former could not but he taken as merely descrip- 
“ tive of the latter. , 

** In this latter Purvapaksha, there would be no question as to the 
“ Prohibition forming the Vedic basis for tlie other ; because the 
^fSmTti rule relates to the ilfun (while the one relates to the 

Saori^e), 

“ Or the portion of the Bhdshga, fwm the beginning of the passage 
under consideration, down to ^ dargapUrna:mdsay(n'itt hi mury^ta\ 
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ti gbould be talcen as containing the answer ; the sense of which would be 
ibat, inasmuch as the sentence in question is only descriptire of what 
“ has been ah*eady laid down in a 8mvti rule based upon another Vedic 
“text, it only sei'ves the purpose of eulogizing the sacrifices (of the 
“ Oa^a-Pilrnamclsa ), — the form of the eulogy being that, ‘ inasmuch as 
“this Saeri/ice becomes connected with even such Prohibitions as 
“really pertain to other things, it becomes endowed with many 
“ accessories ; and as such it is very praiseworthy.’ 

** And thus the sentence comes to he a mere 'Arthavdda' ” 

SIDDHANTA. 

Sutra OSi I It i8 an Injunction; because of the connection 
being wholly different. 

First of all, the Bhashya takes the firgnmeiii herein propounded, 
viz., the difference of connection -- sis against the fiist Pumapaksha, that 
the Proliibition relates to the Man by himself. 

In the Smrti, we find the rule ‘One should I ell tlie truth 
Satyam — cnjoininy the telliny of as a source of Vhanna 

i (Virtue); while the sentence in question — ^ u^nctan ’-lays down 

E the Prohihiiion of telliny lies ; and thus there is a distinct difference 
I between the subject-matter of the two rules. And as a matter of fact 
fwe know that the mention of one thing cannot be descriptive of that of 
a totally different thing; consequently the sentence in question must 
he taken as un independ^t Injunction, 

Objection ; “ There are only two ways in which a man can speak, 
“ —the telling of the truth, and the telling of untruth ; consequently 
“the restriction of telling the truth would imturally involve the prohi- 
“ bition of the telling of the untruth ; and thus tlie latter would 
“ certainly be descriptive of the former.” 

B^ly : It is not so; because of the difference of connection. That is 
to say, that sentence alone can be taken as descriptive of another, which 
is fomid to serve exactly the same purpose as the other docs. In the 
case of one being an Injunction and the other a Prohibition, there is a 
distinct difference between the purposes served by them, specially as 
the results brought by the two are so wholly different. Poi* instance, 
whenever the Injunction operates, it operates towards the fulfilment of 
^ething desirable^ while the Prohibition operates in a wholly different 
manner, serving the purpose of setting a»ide from a sin. 

That is to say, in the case of the Injunction ’ one should tell the 
truth *, we find that when the resultant Bhltvana stands in need of 
^ parpen, this latter is found to consist in the form of 'Hea\en, etc., 
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becau.se of the fact o£ all Injunctions relating to something desirable U) 

Man; thus then, the meaning of the Injunction comes to be tliat, ‘it 
being possible for man to tell the truth as well as tlie untrutli, if 
sticks to the telling of the truth, he comes to be endowed with soim*. 
thing desirable ’ ; and hence one who would tell the iruth would attain 
to Heaven. But the Injunction says iiotlung as to whether the tolling 
of untruth constitutes an excellence or a defect. In the same nmiine?’. 
the Prohibition contained in the sentence ‘one should not tell lies* 
simply declares that the tellimj of ties leads to Hell ; and it says noth- 
ing as to whether the telling of truth constitutes an excellence or a 
defect. And thus inasmuch as the meanings of the two sentences »%; 
wholly dilforeiit, any one of them cannot be taken as a mere repetition 
of the other; and hence the sentence in Cjuestion must be taken a.s an 
InjunctioJi (of Prohibition). 

Objectumi “The ‘connection' of the sentence in question would 
“have been ‘different*, if tbe declaratinn of the Smrti had ended 
“ with ‘ one should tell the truth.* As a matter of fact, we find that 
“the Smrti contains also tlie Prohibition of telling lies, exactly like- 
“the Injunction of telling the truths and thus in view of tl«is Prohibi- 
“ tion, the connection of the sentence in question cannot be said to be 
“ different from that which is found in the 

Beply : Tna.smnch as the said Snifti Prohibition i.s fonnd in course 
of the ‘ Observances laid down for the religious student it mns(^^ 
taken as an Injunction (of telling the truth) by contraries {Pari/tultm), 
on the same grounds as those shown in connection with the sentence ‘ one 
should not look upon the rising sun.’ That is to say, all that the Prohibi- 
tion, under the circumstances, means is that ‘ one should say what is not 
untrue.’ And thus the connection of the sentence in question — ‘ nanrtam 
mdBt ’ — would certainly be different from any that may be Ibinid in tlie 
Smrti. 

In the case of the latter Prohibition ^ ndnrtam vadSt \ \vhicl« ih 
found in connection with the Darga^Furnamdsa, we find none of tlie 
reasons that could justify us in taking this also as a Paryuddsd (i.e. an In- 
junction by contraries; ; the only two rea-sons capable of this aie-'(l) il/t.. 
use of the word ‘observance’, and (2) the chance of optional alter- 
natives, As for the latter, an optional alternative is possible only in 
a case where what is prohibited is something the perforinability of 
which is pointed out by the Scriptures themselves, and not in that 
where what is pi-ohibited is only that which; one would perform for 
a certain end of his own, (because in the former case botli what is 

pi-ohibited and the Prohibition would have the support of Scriptural 
authority, while in the latter case, the Prohibitioii alone nrouW hav® 
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\ve slirilUoe [And in rlie <!nso in question, 

j],p tAUwj of Uea that is prohibited is not based upon any Sci-iptural 
text.] Consequently, the sentence in question must bo taken as an 
Injunction. 

If, however, the opponent should urge the argument, that—“ we 
tiiwl, in the many Prohihitiom «/ idling apart from the one 

found in the course of the ^ observances of the l•eligioTls student * (and 
the sentence in question could be taken as descriptive of tliose),’* — then, 
iu that case, we would explain the * Dilference of Comie<‘tion ’ in the 
l^pllowing manner : That which is mentioned in the Smrti is mentioned 
for nil men, with a view to the fulfilment of certain desirable ends ; 
rhereas that which is mentioned in the sentence in question is for the man 
[engaged in the sacnfice (of the Darfa-PHrmmafff^), with a view to a 
[distinct result (in the shape of an ApUrva), 

Objection: “This very reason would show that while the former 
“has a universal application, the latter is very limited in its scope,— 
“and as such this latter could certainly be taken an merely descrip- 
tive of the former.** 

Reply : It is not so ; because there is a difference in their results, 
as juflt shown above. For instance, all that the Prohibition contained 
in the Smrfi shows is that, * with a view to remove sinfulness from 
JjUftnself, the Man should not tell a lie.’ And hence if a person per- 
forming the Di^rga-Pftrnamasa sacrifice should come to infringe this 
prohibition, he would, by that, be infringing something that is 
wholly apart from the Sacrifice; and hence all that such an infringe- 
ment would do would be to bring upon him a sin ; and it could not 
cause any discrepancy in the sacrifice itself (if we did not attach any 
dishincfc significance to the Prohibition that we have found laid down 
in connection with the Sacrifice. Because we know it as a fact that 
the infringement of such Duties as pertain to the Man only (apart from 
the Sitcrijice) does not cause any discrepancy in the Sacrifice. For 
instance, if one, in the course of the performance of a certain Sacri- 
fice, should eat of the flesli of the animal killed by a poisoned arrow, 
that would cause no discrepancy in the Sacrifice itself, which would be 
accomplished, all the same, exactly in accordance with the Injunctions 
laid down in regard to it. 

That is to say, as a matter of fact we find that all sacrifice.^ stand 
m need of certain Injunctions and Prohibitions, relating to them- 
selves; ami hence whenever any of these Injunctions or Prohibitions is 
mfringed, this infringement causes a discrepanoy in the Sacrifice. While 
those Injunctions, etc. that relate to the Man are, in relation to one sacri- 
fice, just as if they were related to a distinct Sacrifice and they are wholly 
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indifferent to these ; consequently, inasmuch ns those have never come to be 
known to be accessories to tiui t Sacrifice, the Sacrifice does not come to 
be regarded as the least deficieiLt in its accessories, by an infringemeikt of 
such foreign Injunctions and Prohibitions. 

For these reasons, the sense of the Smrti rule would come to be 
this: ‘One who would tell a lie in course of the Darfa^PQrmmfiia 
would go to hell, but he would obtain the results of the Sacrifice all 
the same.* And as for the (Jruti-rule (the sentence in question), it 
applies to the Man connected with the particular context of the Sacri- 
fice ; and hence tl>e meaning of this would come to be that, * The 
Purnamdsa Sacrifices bring about their true results, only when per- 
formed by persons who do not tell a lie in course of their performance/ 
III this latter sentence, we find that the telling of lies Inis been pro- 
hibited, with a view to the instrumentality of the Man towards the 
accomplishment of the Apurva ^ — this instinimeutality being indicated 
by the context ; and hence an infringement of this would cause a dis- 
crepancy which would stiinil in tiie way of the due accomplishment of 
the Apnrva (the transcendenbil result) of the Darqa^Pnrnamdsa ; but it 
would not cause any Sin in the Man , for even if we were to assume the 
appearance of a sin^ at the time, that assumed sin could not attach 
itself to the Man independently by himself. 

jTlius we conclude that the connectiou of the sentence in question 
is different from that of the other ; and hence it must bo admitted to 
be an Injnnction. 

In the same manner, in the case of the theory that the Prohibi- 
tion pertains purely to the Sacrifice^ the fact of the connection being 
diffeimt should be explained on the ground of the difference between the 
sin accruing to the Man and the discrepancy appearing in the Sacrifice. 

And thus, it becomes established that the sentence in question is 
not merely descriptive of what has been already declared elsewhere. 

As for the difference in the two theories — that the Prohibition 
relates to the Sacrificey and that it relates to the Man perfonning the 
Sacrifice-^thm will be explained later on. Tnasmuch as in both these , 
cases, the Injunctive character of the sentence remains Untouched, a 
consideration of the difference between them would be of no nso in the 
present discussion. 

Says the Opponent : “ oilmit that the sentence is an Injunction j but 
“we hold that it is an injunction relating to Man, for reasons that 
“we have shown above. This brings up the other two alternative 
“ PUrvapaksha theories : (1 ) that the sentence rela^ tp Man, and is 
“ an Injunction,, because of (be connection being drSei^nt ; (2) that it 
“ is an Injunction relating to the Man performing tbe Sacrifice/* 
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To both of jihese we offer the folloAviii^ reply ; We do not admit wny 
Oonjngational Affix to bo expi'easi\’^« of the Nominative agent ; »nd as for the 
idea of tlio Nominative timt is found to follow from the Con jugational Affixes, 
that must be attributed to a different relationship Samyogf^ntnrSt*). 

That is to say, in all cases, when the utterance of a word is found 
to give rise to the cognitions of a number of things, this does not 
make all these things ‘denotable’ by that word; because the assump- 
tion' of the denotative potency of the word with legard to an object 
depends upon the apparent iiicouaistency of the comjomitance between 
'them (the word and tlie idea of the object) ; and only tfiat object is 
known as ‘denotablo’ by a word, with regard to wliicli the denotative 
potency of that word has been duly assumed. And siicli assumption of 
the denotative potency that is not percepti))le, is allowable only in 
those eases where, without such assumption, we could not explain a 
Certain use of the word and the cognition actually brought about by it ; e.g. 
we assume such a potency of the wotds (denotative of classes) with 
^regard to Individuals, and that of such words as ‘ Lion ’ and the like 
with regard to the * Boy ’ etc. (i.e. in the cases of recognised Indica- 
tive signification). 

Now then, in the case of such verbs as ‘ Pacati ’ and the like, we 
find them giving rise to ideas of the following things; (1) the Bhdvan^^ 
(2) the Boot^meaning, (3) the Nominative Age^it^ (4) the number of this 
Agent, (!)) the fact of the personal results occruiug to the Agent (in 
the case of the Atmanepada)^ (0) a particular p{dnt of time. And 
among these we cannot easily distinguish which is actually denoted 
by the word (and which is implied or indicated) ; specially as tho only 
definition of the ‘directly denoted * is that it is not implied or indicated. 

Of the Bhavandj in the first place, we do not find any other denota- 
tion than the word itself (^pacati*); specially as tho 'iVme, etc. are not 
found to be invariably concomitant with the BhiimnOy as these are found 
to exist even without the Bh&vann (hence this latter could not be indi- 
cated by Time and the other factors signified by tl«e word). Nor can it 
he urged that the BhnvanH would be implied by the Nominative Agent and 
the Boot-meaning (both of which fire among tho factors signified by the 
verb), because in that case, the Bhdvana would not he the predominant 
factor, exactly as in tho case of nouns formed with Jert affixes. That is to 
if BhiJtmnil were iinpUeil either by the Nominative or by theBoot- 
meauing, then it could be cognised only in a subdued form, just as it is 
m the case of such words ms •pUcaka * and the like. But as a matter of 
fact we find that the Bhavanlt is always cognised as the predominating 
factor (in the verb) ; and from this we conclude that it is denoteil directly 

the verb itself. 
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Then again, the Bhffvanil does not indicate the Tme, etc., because it 
in found to be present with other Times, other Numbers, other Boot, 
meanings and other Pei*sonal results (than those signified by the 
word ‘paca^r’; and hence not being invariably concomitant with these 
particular Time and the rest, the BhUvan^t cannot be taken as indicating 
them). In the same manner, inasmuch as Time, Number and the rest 
are not found lo be invariably concomitant with one another, they cannot 
be spoken of as indicating or implying one another. We find, however, 
that the Bhiivana is not possible without its accessory Nominative, in the 
shape of one that is signified by the verb ; so that we conclude ttikSt tYrt 
BhSvana is capable of indicating the Nominative agent, either by the said 
apparent Inconsistency or by Inference. 

Objection : Inasmuch as the BhdvanH is related to the other 

" Kiirakas (the Objective, etc.) also, it cannot be invariably coneomitant 
with the Nominative, and as such it should not be accepted as denotative 
" of this latter.’* 

Reply : Not so ; because the mere fact of being related to something 
else cannot be admitted to necessarily establish the non-concomitance of 
the BhSroanil with the Nommative. There are two ways in which an 
object can be related to a number of objects— (1) some objects renounce 
their connection with everything else before being connected with anotl^r 
thing ; (2) while others take to now relatives, without i enouticin^ 
previous ones. And among these, that which is of the former kind is not 
invariably concomitant with any one of its relatives, and hence it could 
not denote them ; e,g. Tallness is not accepted to be denotative of the 
3fa». But in such cases, tlie reason for iion-concomitance does nob lie in 
the fact of being i^latod to another, but in that of the One being found 
to have an existence even without the other. In a case, however, where 
the thing in question, even when existing elsewhere, does not totally 
abandon its former relative, —we cannot take them to be non-concomi- 
taut ; e.g. the class ‘ ^inpapH * with the classes, ‘ Tree \ ‘ Earthy ’ ‘ Sub* 
stance ’ and ‘ Entity ’ ; because every one of these is found to have, intact 
within itself, the requisite denotative potency. In the case of Bhdvanil 
also, we found that it subsists in the KfiraJem, not alternatively, one 
by one, but in all of them simultaneously. And certainly this simul- 
taneous subsistence in all cannot be called ‘non-concomitance’; because 
even when existing in another, the Bhdvanit Aoen not abandon its former 
substrate. Consequently it must be admitted as an indubitable fact, 
that the BknvanU indicates all the ffffra to. Though in certain cases 
those of the Intransitive Verb, where there is no Objective to be 
indtoa^, and that of the Dative and the Ahlative, which do not form 
integrai parts of the Verb-^it might be argued that the 
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joea not indicate ^ese KUrdkas^ and as such is non«concomitant with 
them; yet even this doubt could be raised only in regard to those 
other KHrakaSi and never in regard to the Nominative ; because there 
j> no such Verb (or Action) as over exists without the Nominative ; 
as it is this that forms the very source of the Action. And as a matter 
of fact what we require here is the concomitance of tlie Nominative 
(with the Bh^vand) ] and while the other KHrakas are found to be non- 
concomitant with it, this fact strengthens, all the more, the capability in 
the BhflvanQ, of indicating the Nominative. 

This requires special justification and proof, for the sake of estab- 
lishing the fact of the Nominative being singularly fitted for being 
lelated to the number (which is one of the factors signified by the Verb). 
In the case of such Roots as ^ 2si\ ^8tM' and the like, we find that 
tlj^y do not need the Instrumental ; in the case of the roots ‘ cala ’ 
and ^pata* we find no need of the locative substratum; in the case 
o( Intransitive Verbs, there is no Objective; and in that of ^Asi\ 
*8tha\ and the like, there are no Datives or Ablatives ; 

(while in all these the Nominative is always present) ; hence finding 
the Nominative alone to be invariably present in ail BhdvanSSf we 
conclude that it is that (Nominative) alone which is singularly capable 
of being related to the Number, Specially as it is a fact pcrcept^Lble to 
all men that in the case of all Verbs {^pacatV and the like) tbe Number 
is always cognized as determined by the Nominative, and not by any 
other KHraka, 

At this stage of the discussion, the VaiyakCtram might argue thus : 

All Kdrahas being equally indicated, why should the Number be 
" connected with the Nominative alone, and not with the Instrumental 
** and the rest ? ” 

To him, however, we offer the following explanation : It would be 
«o for us, just in the same way as it is for you. 

He might retort thus : For us, the Nominative and the Number are 
“both denoted by the same word («.e. the Conjugational Affix), and as such 
“they qualify each other ; and hence it is only natural that the Number 
“should be set aside from the other extraneous Kliraka$f which are 
“ not similarly denoted, and joined to the Nominative (while the Siddkflnti 
“does not admit the Nominative to be denoted by the Conjugational 
“ Affix ; hence tbe same grounds are not available for him).** 

Bat then, we should reply as follows : When all KHrakas are equally 
constituted, what i^ason is there for you that the Nominative alone 
And not the Instrumental, etc., are denoted (by the Conjugational) Affix P 
There is EQ other way out of this but the assumption of a peculiar potency 
m the denotative word in question, pointed out by cei’tain perceptible 
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facts resulting tberefrom,— on account of whict potency, we could 
have the cognition of that particular thing by the word, And this 
assumption would be as available for us as for you. For inasmuch 
as we actually perceive the Number as always belonging to the Nomina- 
tive, — fiom this very fact we could, quite reasonably, infer the existence 
of the necessary potency in the oonjugational affixes. 

Question : “ All the Kdrakas being equally indicated by the Bhavani^, 
** what reason could there be for restricting the assumed potency (to 
** the Nominative alone) ? ’* 

Answer : We have already said that our reason for restricting the 
potency (of connecting tlie number with the Nominative) would be the same 
that the Vaiydkarana has for restricting the potency (of the Oonjugational 
Affix) to denote the Naminatioti only, though all the KHrahas are equally 
constituted. And further, no objections can riglifcly bo raised against 
the potentialities of things ; specially as wc have already explained that 
they have to be inferred from certain perceptible facts which are found 
to be explained only as the effects of those potentialii ies. 

Further, for you it would be uecessai’y to assume the potency (in 
the Oonjugational Affix) of indicating the number of the Nominative, over 
and above its potency to indicate the Nominative itself. (While for 
us the potency necessary to be assumed would 'be that of the Verbal Affix 
to indicate only the number of the Nominative, this latter itself being 
only implied by the BhSvand). 

Objection: ‘‘ The potency necessary for the indication of the number 
“of the Nominative would be based upon the fuct of both of them 
“(the Nominative and the Number) being indicated by the same term 
“ (the Oonjugational Affix) ; and hence no assumption of any second 
“ potency would be necessary for us. ” 

Reply: But without the assumption of several potencies, how could 
you have the desired restriction ? That is to say, it would certainly be 
necessary for you to assume a potency in the Conjugational Affix, whereby 
this latter could indicate the Number of that alone which is denoted 
by the affix (t,e. the Nominative), and not of the other KarakaSi even 
though eveiy one of these latter is equally capable of being related 
to the number. In fact, without such an assumed potency, the effect 
would bo quite contrar}^ to what you desire, the idea being to some 
such effect as — ‘ for the very reason that tho Nominative is deticAed, 
it is not necessary that its number should be expressed ; in fsiOfc it would 
be much moi’e reasonable to distinguish, by means of this number, 
those that arc »»pt distinctly denoted.^ Specially as the more 

fact of being denoted by the same Affix can be sufficient reason for 
the said restriction (^of . the Number to the Nominative) ; because we 
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find tbat tbough the BhSvandf Ttme^ tbe Personal Result and the Person^ 
are all denoted by the Oonjugational Aftl.v, yet they are not connected 
with the Number'^ and hi fact, if the mere fact of being denoted by the 
Affix were the sole ground for being connected with the Number, then 
tlie Bhdvana, as being the most predominant factor among those de»ioted 
by the word, would be moi-e entitled than any other factor of the 
Nominative and the rest, to a connection with the Number. If this 
connection of the Bhdvand be denied on the ground of its inhei*ent 
incapability for such connection, then the same might be said (by us) 
with regard to the other Knrakas (the instrumental, etc.) that are also 
similarly denoted. 

The following argument might be urged here : The other Kdrakas 
“ax’e quite capable of being connected with the Number; and as such, 
“ they could very well be connected with the Number denoted by another 
w'ord.” 

But in reply to this vve could urge that tlie capability of being 
connected with the Number is present in tlio Bhetvand^ etc., also, which 
are denoted by such words as * Bhdvand ' and the like. 

Objection: “Inasmuch as we do not find the number ])reseut in 
“these (Bhdvand^ ric.), we cannot admit of the existence of the said 
“capability in them.** 

Reply : This is scarcely proper ; as the question of the absence 
of number in these is still an open one (being still under consideration) ; 
for the ‘ absence of Number ’ is nothing other than the * incapability 
of being connected with it * (and it is this latter that we are still con- 
sidering). Consequently, it must be admitted that, that number, or 
vans, etc., which are denoted by such and such a term (the Conjugational 
Affix f.i.), are not capable of being connected with one another. And 
this would be equally applicable to both of us. Because the member 
that is denoted by that word would be incapable of being connected 
with the other Kdrakas (except the Nominative). To the question 
“How do you know that it would be incapable ?** — we would reply — 
exactly as you do in the case of Bhdvand and the rest. 

Objection : “ As a matter of fact, we have found the Objective 
“quite capable of being connected with the Number signified by the 
“ Conjugational Affix ; and hence the Number could be taken as connected 
“with that,— in such sentences (in the Passive form) sls ^pacyatB 

Reply I It is not so ; because, as a matter of fact we find that though 
signifying the objective in certain cases (i,e, in sentences in the Passive 
form), the Conjugational Affix does not signify it in others (where w^ehave 
the sentence in the Active fonn) ; and in the same manner, the Number 
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of tlio objective also would be limited (in itiB relationship) bjr the poten- 
tialities of the words used. 

The opponent apparently thinks that, because in certain cases 
he has found the Objective capable of being connected with the Number 
signified by the Conjngational Affix, it must be so in all cases. But, 
if we were to argue thus, then the fact of the Objective being, in certain 
cases, denoted by the Verbs with Conjugational endings, would lead 
us to the conclusion that it is always denoted by such Verbs ! ! If there 
be some ground for limiting the denotability of the Objective in this 
latter case, then we could have a similar ground for restricting .the 
connectibility of the Number with tlie Objective. And hence it is 
scarcely right for the opponent to urge the above objection against us. 

The following argument might hei-e be brought forward by the 
Opponent : ** The mmber that is qualified by the Ncmiiiative could not 
'*be spoken of without speaking of the Nominative also.** 

Reply : Though it is true that the qualified cannot be cognised with- 
out the cognition of the qualification^ yet this general dictum says 
nothing as to the qualification being directly denoted or not; that is 
to say, it is true enough that, unless the qualification is cognised, there 
can be no cognition of the qualified^ and as such due importance should 
be attached to the cognition of the qualification; but there can be 
nothing objectionable in this quuUiicalion not being directly denoted ] 
for certainly, when we find that even when not so denoted, but simply 
indicated indirectly by some means or other, the qualification is quite 
capable of bringing about tbe cognition of the ol^ect qualified by why 
should we stick to the assertion that it is actually denoted ? 

Thus then, in the case in question, we find that the Nominative is 
capable of serving as the Nominative only when it is indicated by the 
BhOvanH itself; and as such it does not stand in need of being actually 
denoted. With regard to all qualified cognitions we have laid down 
the general law that ‘ that alone out of the various factors cognised is 
to be taken as denoted by the word which is not found to ,buve been 
expressed by other means * {vide Sutra I — ^iv— 9), Consequentlyy when- 
ever we have a qualified cognition, and proceed to consider the question 
as to which out of the qualification and the qualified is denoted directly 
by the word, and which is indicated by other means, — we come to the 
concMon that wherever the qualified is found to be indicated by other 
means, the denotative operation of the word pertains to the 
and where it is the latter that is fouhd to be indicated by other means, 
the operation of Uie word pei-tains to the qualified. In fact, in all cases, 
it is by means of the Appai^t InconsistBncy of thet qualified 
tion itself that we admit of the denotative operation of the word pertain- 
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ing oiiher to the qualification alone, or to the qualified alone, or to both 
of them ; and this Apparent Inconsistenc}" is possible only with regard 
to that factor (in these two) which is not otherwise attainable (i.e., which 
cannot be indicated by any other means). 

Thus then, in the case in question (in the verb ^vadet') we find 
that the singhims (which is found to be expressed by the Singular 
Affix)) whether it be the qmlijication or the qualified, is not found to 
be indicated by any other means ; and as such this cannot but be regarded 
as denoted by the word. If the Nominative were capable of indicating 
the said Singleness, then in accoi*danco with the law relating to the * class* 
(by which the class is taken to be directly denoted i)y the word, and, in 
its turn, to indicate the Individual), the Nominative wouhl be taken 
as directly denoted, while the singleness would be taken as indicated 
;by it. As a matter of fact, liowever, we find that the cognition of the 
Nominative is invariably concomitant with that of Singleness ; and hence 
the former cannot be accepted as capable of indicating the latter; conse- 
quently we must admit the Singleness also to be directly denoted by 
the word. And the denotative potency of tlio word being tlius trans- 
ferred (to the singleness), the Nominative comes to be the object of Indica- 
tion ; and as such, even though recognised as the qualification (of single^ 
«c5s), it cannot be accepted as being denoted by the word. When it is 
the singleness that is recognised as the qualification, then too it is this 
that shouM be the first to be denoted by the word ; and when this has 
been denoted, the denotative potency having been spent up in this, it 
looks out for the indication of the qualified Nominative by some other 
means; and as a matter of fact, this is found to be indicated by the 
BMvanH (w)iich consists of the functioning of man towards a certain 
action); and consequently, there can be no ground for assuming a 
potency, in the woid, for tlie direct denotation of the Nominative. 

Though there are other Kdrakas also that are found to be cognised 
(through tlie BhUvanfl), yet a cognition or non-cognition of these is not 
of any consequence, either one way or the other, in the matter under con- 
sideration. In any case, all that we need (for the sake of the Bhdvanft 
itself) is the Nominative ; and there is no doubt as to this latter being 
actually cognised ; and then, if in the wake of this, something else also be 
cognised, what harm does that do iis? It is only the non-cognition 
of something that could have troubled ns, and not the cognition of some- 
tbing dvbr and above what is actually needed. And as a matter of fact, 

though the Instrumental, etc. are cognised, yet the peculiar potency 
of the Word is suOh that they are not taken up by the Number which 
in need of the Nominative only. Nor is it necessary that the 
Number, diould take in every factor that happens, to be cognised. In 
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all cases, Wiere are three causes that combine in making a thing taken 
up; these are— (1) Cognition, (2) Beqnirement, and (^) Capability 
and in tlie case in question, we liiut that the fact of the Numbor being 
related to the Nominative is admitted by both of us ; and hence it does 
not become i*elated to the other Kdrakas, simply because it does not 
stand ill need of those latter, and because these themselves are in- 
capable of such relationship ; and conversely also, these KUmhis do 
not stand in need of the Number denoted by the Verbal Affixes of Con- 
jugation; because they are qualified by that number which is denoted 
by the Declensional Affixes. The Number in question also, cognised only 
in a general way, does not stand in need of any other relative (than 
the Nominative); specially as we have already shown above that the 
only diifei'ence between the Word and the Sentence lies in the fact 
of the cognition of the meaning of the former always preceding that 
of the meaning of the latter. 

Consequently, in the case of a Verb pacaii* f.i.) as soon as we have 
cognised the meaning of the Verbal Root {^paea *), it is at once concluded 
that there must be a BMvand and a Nominative with it ; and the Nomina- 
tive being cognised beforehand, when the Number comes to be subsequently 
denoted hy conjugational (the Verbal Affix itself), it is found to be cspable 
of being taken either as qualifying, or qualified by, that Nominatii’^e. 

Or again, the Nominative is the very first factor to bo indicated 
by tbo Bhdvand ; and there can be no reason for the Number to pass 
over this (Nominative) and connect itself with sometliing else. 

That is to say, though all Kdrakai are equally related to the Bhn- 
vanilf yet, it is the Nominative that is the first to be sought after and 
taken up by this latter, specially as its relationship with the other 
Kdrahas is dependent upon that (i.e. the Nominative). It is for this 
reason that the Bhdvand^ which consists of the functioning in general 
of the Nominative agent, indicates most particularly, the Nominative ; 
whereas the other Kdrakas come up only as distant relations, either 
thi*ough their connection Avith the meaning of the Verbal Boot, or throogli 
their forming parts of the method (of action) which forms (he most 
subordinate element in the Bhnvand. And there is no wfison by which 
the Number should pass over the Nominative, which is the first and 
the most predominant factor to be indicated by the and be- 

take itself to the other 

Then again, even the teachers of Vi/fifcafu»ii^Patanjali .fii.— -declare 
the Nominative to be that particular JCdrniba whose intermediate func- 
tioning the Verbal Root denotes as the most predominant of all ; and 
he«ce it is also held that the si^ification of the R<mt also takes no 
notice of the other |£arakas together with their functions, and points 
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to the previously manifested Nominative only; and it is for this reason 
that it is this latter that becomes connected with Number, and appears 
as if it were actually denoted, in its particular form (by the Conjngafcional 
Affix). In the other Kdrakas, however, we do not find any suoii thing ; 
even though they are indicated, they are considered of no consequence, 
and as such appear as if they did not exist at all. But when wo 
come to look into the real state of things, w^e find that all the KHrakas 
are equally indicated by the Bhdvand ^^ — with which they are equally con- 
comitant ; and it is for this reason that they are not neglected altogether. 

Objection : “ In that case (i.e. if the Number belongs to the Nomi- 
“ native exclusively), we could not have the iiamber pertaining to the 
Objective, as wo have in the sentein^e ‘ Odanah •pacyatnm fvaya \ 
‘‘Because in this sentence the action of the Rice (that of coofced) 
.V is not spoken of as the principal factor; for if it were, then what would 
“be denoted would be the Nominfitive character of the rice and npt 
“ the Bhfivand, 

“ That is to say, in the sentence cited, the action of the Bice is not 
“spoken of as the principal factor, on account of which the number oovAi. 
“be cognised as belonging to the ObjetJtive (Rice) cognised in the parti- 
“ cular form (of the Nominative). If it were so, then alone could the 
“JZicfi lose its Objective character, and become tl»e Nominative; but as it 
'“is not so, it is not the Nominative; and as it is not the Nominative, 
“its functioning would not constitute the Bhooand,) and as such there 
“would be no particular indication of the Objective by the BhnvanSi. 
“ As a matter of fact, it is necessary that the acHou of the human ayent 
“shouhl be spoken of as the principal factor (in all Injunctions); it 
“ would not be possible for him to be directed to t)ie performance of 
“an action that belongs to something else \tlie Objec tive, f i.) (and such 
“would be the case if the principal factor spoken of by tho Injunctive 
“sentence were the action of something other than the Nominative). 
“And further, the Nominative character too, not being expressed by the 
“ Conjugational Affix (in the sentence cited), could not apply even to that 
“ (‘yott’) which is spoken of by a distinct word {^tvayil ')\ and tiien we 
“could not have the Instrumental in *toaya' (as this lustrumental is 
“expresaive of the Nominative, which has been found to be inapplicable 
“to ‘^oam’). And as the Objective (Rice; too would nor. have its 
“operation subdued by the action of the Nominative, it would cease 

he sornethi^ig that is yot at. and thereby losing irs Objective character, 
“it wotdd acquire that of the Nominative, 8pecia.lly on »mcouiit of 
“having its action duly brought fc»rward (by the word * pacyatfim^); 
“ and i>ri account of this it would sever its o >iuiection svithits own numbery 
“and become connected with that of the Nominative. ' 

m ■ ' 
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“ And thttfl we would find that, as in the case of the word 
“(Active.) 90 in that of *pacyat€* (Passive) also, the Number signiaed 
“ by the word, not being subdued by that of any other, would come to 
“ belong to the Nominative^ and not to the Objective (as is mlly the 
“ease).*’ 

JUply : The above objection applies also to one who holds the Kflraka 
(Nominative or Objective) to be denoted (by the Coiijugational Affix) : 
and as such applying to both parties, it should not have been brought 
Forwai*d against an}*’ one of them. Because, i»i any case, the , 

which we hold to be denoted by the V'erbal Affix, belongs to the very 
same Nominative or Objective that you hold to be denoted by the 
same Affix, Consequently, if even in the case of sentences in the Passive 
V'oice (Ht, those in which the Conjugational Affixes appear in relation 
to the Objective), the Number signified by the Affix comes, for us, 
to belong to the Nominative (which is absurd),— then for you also, it 
wduld be the Nominative (and not the Objective) that would be signi- 
fied by that Affix (which would be equally absurd, as the sentence is 
in the Passive Voice), And if you could have some means of avoiding 
this absurd denotation of the Nominative, then the same would be 
available for us, for avoiding tlie denotation of the number belonging 
to the Nominative; and as such we are no more open to the above? 
objections than yourself. 

Thus then it becomes equally incumbent upon both of ns to set- 
aside the said anomaly; and this can be done in the following manner: 
In all cases, inasmuch as the Objective is that which is Tnost desited 
(by the Nominative), it is, by its very nature, the predominant factor, 
in comparison to the other KtXrakas (the Instrumental and the rest) ; 
and as it is the object to be accomplished^ its action forms part of the Bha- 
vantl. Consequently, when the speaker wishes to show the predominance 
of the Objective by means of the Verbal Affix itself,— even thougl* 
it is the Nominative, which, verbally, has its action, in the general 
as well as iu the partionlar form, signified, as tiio most predominant, by 
means of the Conjngational finding and the Verbal Boot (respectively), 
and as such it attains to the position of the Nominative, — yet, inas- 
much as what is meant to be spoken of is the pi’edominant character, in 
the nature of things, of something else (the Objective), the Conjuga- 
tional Endings are used in rolat.ii>n to the Objective (according to Jis) 
or to its Number (as held by the Vaiyttkarana) (i e. the Verb is used 
in the Passive Voice pacyat$), When, however, even though existent, 
the predominance ot the Objective is not meant to be spoken of, 
—or when the particular Boot used indicates that that predominance 
does not exists— and what is meant to be s|yoken of is mei^ly Verbal 
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predominance,— then, the predominance of the Objective is accepted 
to be manifested by the Accusative Declensional Ending (in the noun, 
f.i.)» the Conjugational Ending is bi'Ought in in i-elation 
to the Nominative (according to the Vaiyakara^a) or to its Number 
(accorfing to us) [i.e. the Verb used is in the Active Voice— * paca^r]. 
As for the other Kdrakas, the Instrumental and tlic rest, they can 
liave no sort of predominance, either verbal or real; and as such there 
can be uo dcsii*e to speak of tiie predominance of these,— «and hence 
these are always spoken of by words othei than the Verb (and they 
do not, in any way, affect the form of the Verb). 

Some people declare as follows: “When the imtentiality of woi-ds 
"is ascerlained to be in some such form as that, — ‘such and such a 
"word (the Active) is capiible of denoting the number of the Nomina- 
"tive, while such other (tlie Passive) is capable of denoting only that 
" of the Objective, ’ — then, in that case, the Bhdvand would bo expressed 
“by some other word; and the said Number, being denoted us not belong- 
“ing to any other thing, would betake itself to the Nominative. 

“For instance, in the case of the tvord *Qona * (which, though signi*- 
“fics Bed, is yet applied only to the Bed Horse), we find that even 
“ when the Horse is not mentioned by any other word (in the shape 
“of ‘A(?ca’ and the like), the word ^^ona\ expressing a property 
“ belonging to the Horse, comes, by itself, to indicate the ‘ Horse * also. 
“And in the same manner, all things, such as the Cow and the like, 
“ would cease to be denoted (by the words ‘ Cow ’ and the like). Because 
“the woitI *Cow* (like the word * Qona') could be taken as expressing 
“ such propei'ties of the Cow as its particular Gender, Number etc. ; 
“and these properties, being denoted by the word, would subsequently 
“come to indicate the animals themselves. That is to say, if the 
“sole potentiality of the word were to lie in the fact of its denoting 
“the properties of a certain object, then, there would be no use for 
“ assuming any farther potentialities for it ; as all usage would be carried 
on through that single potentiality. 

** If, however, it be held that in the case of such words as ‘ ’ 

^'und the rest their relationship is limited by the fact of both (the 
“Property as well as the Object) being denoted by the same word, 
“and not by any such peculiar potentiality in the word itself,— then 
“similarly in the case of the Number, etc. of the Nominative nlso (it 
“ may be held that the comieotioii of the Number with the Nominative 
“is due, not to any potentiality in the Verbal Affix, but to the fact 
“ of both being expressed by the same Affix); and thus, in this way, 
“ fberO would bo no harm done to the ienotabiUty oi the Nominative. ** 

To the above, other people make the folloiying reply; The word 
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* Qom' also can never denoie the properties belonging to the Horse, until 
it has denoted the Horse itself; becaase we have never found any cogni- 
tion of a thing appearing without taking in the properties belonging 
to it. While the class ‘Horse’ remains unexpressed, how could the word 
used to denote the Eednens qualified by the Olass ‘Horae’? 
Because the ‘ (^om ' is nothing more than a particular form of Redness. 
Nor can it he held that “tlie property (Redness) would imply that 
object to whirdi it belongs (the Horse).** Because the Redness exists in 
the Oow also. Tliat is to say, it is only that which is invariably con- 
comitant with something else, that can indicate this latter ; while, as 
a matr-er of fact, we find that Redness is not invariably coucomitaht 
with the Horsey consequeiitly all that tlie word ‘pona’ could indicate 
would be the ‘ substance,* with which latter alotte i$ Redness invariably 
concomitant, an<l not any particular substance (in the shape of the 
Horse). Thus then, inasmuch as both Redness and Sorse are non- 
comitant with one anotlier, they cannot indicate one another; and 
then, inasmuch ua it would not be possible for either of them to take 
up the other, — and this latter would be brought up by something 
else,— we must admit the fact of the word 'poaa* actually denoting the 
Red Horse {md not denoting mere .Redness which would indicate tlie 
Horse), 

But in this case, there is nothing to show that what is invariably 
concomitant (with the word ‘fopa’) is the ‘Horse’, along with many 
other things. While in the case of the Nominative, we find that it 
is absolutely the only factor that is invariably indicated, and tiiat too, 
in a particular form, by the Bhdvand; as explained above (and hence 
there can be no real Analogy betweeu the case of the word ‘Cona* 
icidicating the Red Horse, and that of the Verbal Affix denoting the 
Bhdvand^ which would indicate the Nominative), 

Or, we can even admit that what the word ‘f'owa* denotes is only 
ihxe Property that coiuheres in the same substrate (i,e the individual 
Horse) with the CTass ‘Horse.* 

Question : “ How could we have a cognition of the qualified {Redness} 
“ ttptil we bad that of the qualifying {Class ‘ Horse') ? ’* 

Ansmr: Wo do not admit the Okis ‘Horse* to be a qualification 
of Redness (*pon«^»a’) ; because ‘Redness’ is a Quality ^ mi US Buch 
forms a Class wholly distinct from the OWs ‘ Horse,* and it is by a 
mere chance that it has become connected with this latter Class, 

'^hat is to say, if the word ‘floiic * had denoted mere Reinessy then 
it could have stood in need |il either, ^a qoalificatioii by ‘ Horse *, 

or a disl^inct potentiality could denote only that Redness 

which would coinhere iyith itself in the same substrate. As a matter 
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of factf hp'vevar^ we find that, just ns the word is not denotatiVe of 
j[Bemg)or the Okw ‘Quality’, so also it passes over the more 
extensive Class of “ Re Inoss” (in general), and restricts itself to the 
denotation of p particular kind of Redness, And this peculiar kind of 
Redness belongs only to the Horse, and not to the Cow and other animals ; 
and it is for this reason that the word ‘(7ona* is found to be indicative 
of the Horse precisely, and not vaguely (and doubtfully), ns in the 
case of the generic word ‘ Red *. 

Question : “ Which peculiar Redness is that which, being differeut 
“from the Redness belonging to the Cow, etc., inheres in the Horse^ 
“ and not in anything else ? 

Anstcer : It is a fact known to all people that there i.s a distinct 
property for each Class ; and this |)i*opei*iy is spoken of, sometimes in 
jjeneral, and sometimes in particular words. 

That is to say, in all Classes, we distinctly perceive distinct proper- 
ties of Blackness, White)iess, Redness, etc., in keeping with the Individuals 
of each Class. And in some cases, there being no words expressive 
of the particular 8l»ade of the property meant, the property is 
spoken by the general word, the specification of the property being 
left to be done by something else ; --while in other cases, there being 
words, like *^oua,* expressive of the particular grade of the property, 
this is mentioned in its particular form wliilo in a third case, the 
particular grade of the property is expressed by certain words of the 
Vernacular peculiar to each country ; — e.g. we have the expression 
* Rauhtnik& gauh' tov the ‘red cow’; and the word 'rafthimkf^* would 
never be used in connection with the red fwrse, the red doth, or any 
other red thing. For these reasons, it must be admitted that the * ^ona ’ 
(the Red Horse, i.e. the Chestnut Horse), the ‘ Kdraka' (the Horse born 
in the Karaka country), the ‘Qanra’ (‘Fair’) etc. are distinct classes 
ef properties, belonging to the Horse, the Man and other things; and 
hence when pronounced, they indicate the.so latter also; just as the Glass 
‘Cow’ indicates the individual animal with the dewlap, etc. But this 
would not justify our speaking of the Horse and the rest as directly 
‘ de)iot6d ' or ■ espi*essed’ by those words (‘ Qoi^a,' etc.). 

The same I'easoning holds respecting such words as ‘ Knmara ' 
(‘ Roy ^ Karabha ’ (‘ Elepliaiit-cub ’), ^ Kalabha ’ (‘ young of the Camel ’), 
*Vatsa^ (‘Calf’), ^Varkara* (‘Kid') and the like,---an of which ai*e 
expressive of a certain age in the varloas animals, Man, Elephant^ Camel, 
Cpw and Goat I'espectively,— and though indicating these animals, they 
can never be admitted to be directly expressive of them, as has been already 
explained. That is to say, in all these words, though the element of 
in common to all, yet each word marks that age in each 
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different animal, as evinced by the youthful ways peculiar to each 
clasB. 

It has been argued above that, *‘In the case of the Gow also, inas- 
*‘much as tlie word ‘ would only denote the Numbfer, Gender, 
“etc. belonging to the aninial,— and as the particular Class would be 
“ pointed out by these, — ihe Class itself would not form the denotation 
“ of the word. 

'fo this we make the following reply: Ihe Number does not vary 
in each different Glass, in the way that we have found in the word 
‘ (^ona * etc. ; and the word by itself, for that very reason, cannot denote 
both (the Number and the Class). 

That is to say, if the idea of sluglmess in the Horse were recognized 
as different from that in the Cow, — in the same way as the Bedims 
of the one was recognized as different from that of the other, — then what 
you say could have been . admissible. Then again, in the case of the 
word ‘piuaj*, we have found that the basic noun ^Qjna* by itself 
as one composite vvlude, becomes expressive of both the Property (of 
Redness) and the Class ‘ Horse ’ ; and hence in order to avoid the con- 
sequent assumption of a multiplicity of denotative potencies in tbe 
word, we take it to be directly expressive of one of the two only ; 
and then finding that it is not invariably* concoriiitant with the 
“ Horse **, we conclude it to be e.vpres3ive of the Propei*ty of Red- ^ 
ness^ with which it is found to be invaxdably concomitant. And wc 
could say the same with regard to tbe word ‘gfiiuj* also, only if, in 
the same manner, wo found that tbe Glass ‘ Gow ’ and the Number 
(Singular) being denoted by the same wwd it was one 

of the two only (i.e. either the Class only or the Number only) that, 
formed the dii’ect denotation of the word, on the ground of that alone 
being invariably concomitant with it. As a matter of fact, however, we 
do not find this to be the case, because, the Number being a universal 
qualifying factor, we cannot perceive any difference in it (with reference 
to any particular Class). Nor can the word alone in its basic form 
(* Oo*) denote, both (the Class ‘ Cow * and the Singular Number) ; because 
by invariable concomitance and nou«concomitance, it is found that the 
word in its basic form denotes the Glass, while the case ending denotes 
the Number. Nor could there be anything objectionable in acceptin}' 
a multiplicity of denotations, when there is more than one denotative 
agent (in the shape of the basic noun and the (^se*eu ding) In fact 
when there is moi’o than one denotative agent, if we did not admit 
of more than one denotatioii, theu the use of one of the foimmr 
the basic noun or the ca$e*ending, id.) vonld be wholly suporfluoob. 

N^ is there iiiyarlalde couconiitftiice betwe^ Number 
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fljid iiie Numherei^ by which ono of these being denoted, it would nooes- 
«anlv indieat® the other; for instance, there is no number in the world 
that does not qusdify (or belong to) the Ooir, etc.; nor is there any 
Niimhor which, wlnle belonging to one object, does not belong to another 
{ft.nd thus there can he no invariable concomitance between the Cow 
and any pai'ticular Number). 

direction: “(What you say may be ijuite triio as regards the 
“Number) bat the Oender in always denoted by the basic noun itself, 
“and as such this would be distinct with each Ofas^i; and hence being 
“invariably concomitant with it, ii; could denote that Class, exactly 
“ like the word ‘ Cona 

Rep^y: It is not so: (1) because, in the cese of inaninvite objects, 
tlie Gendei' cannot be distinguished ; and hence your reasoning could 
not set aside the fact of the Class ‘ Vrkska * (‘ Tree ') being directly denoted 
*1)7 the word ^ Vrkfthay (instead of the Gender of the Tree, as you 
would have it); and (2) similarlj^ in a case where the feminine 
charnel er is denoted l)y tlie feminine atlixes, ‘fdp* and the rest, we 
would have the Class denoted by the w'ord, prior to the addition of 
that affix. 

That is to say, in the case of such words ‘ aja * and the like ( = ‘ aja ’ 
•f ‘ /dp *), the affixes Hap* etc. being merely indicative of the feminine 
'(vharaotor, they do not become distinct denotative words by themselves ; 
hnt all that they do is to create, in the previously existing word, a 
fresh potency (oxpi’essive of the feminine character). And yet, prior 
to the addition of these feminine affixes, we still find the word in a 
deSnite form (‘ aja* f.i.) ; and w^hile we have yet to recognize its Gender, 
we come to recognize its capability of denoting the OIosh ‘Goat’; and 
this capability once recognized can never be set aside 

Similarly too, in the case of those words in which the Masculine or 
Neuter character is manifested by the case^torminatioii (the words 
' Sddhuh * nnd * Madhu * f.i.), we would have a denotation of the Class, 
prior to the manifestation of the Gender. 

In the case of those word.s, however, in which, even before the 
addition of the case-endings, or after the elimination of these, the 
pure basic form of the word gives an idea of the Gender, — e.g. the 
. words ‘ ^ N(li \ ^ DBvadatta^ ‘prj’, ^ Barit \ 'Toya* and 

—if TO admit what you say, there would be nothing objectionable in it. 
Or even in the ca.se of these woixls, inasmuch as the meaning would 
be coiT^ly recognized, even without a di ffei’entiation of the word 
(into its basic form and the case-ending),— it is the Olasfi (and not 
the Gfejwte) that should be regarded as the very first -to be cognized, 
by a process of differentiation known to all men. ^ 
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Then again, Masculinily etc. ar^ properties telonging to the Indivi- 
duals; and as such there ean be no cognition of tlicso before the Indivi- 
duals have been cognizo«l. While' the Class is so intimately connected 
with the denotative potency of the word, that unless i/iui is c »gniz(?d, 
there is no cognition of any such potency in the woi’d. 

For these leasons, H must be admitted that it is the Gender that 
is indicated by the Olass^ and not vice versa. Specially as the Gender 
is always recognized as the subordinate element, and hence it (jould 
never set aside the deuotahility of the Class which is found to be 
denoted as the predominant factor. As a matter of fact too, we finl 
that in the case of the words ^go\ ^pagn* and the like, there is no 
manifestation of any Qendevy as there is that of the Glass. Conse- 
quently it is the Class that should be admitted as foming the denota- 
, tion of the word. And in a case where it would not be inconi]):itibIe 
with the Gender, it would indicate this latter also; and in a case where 
the Class is not compatible with the Gender, and this is cognized by 
some other means, it is this latter means that would serve as its 
indicator; or it would be either the Class as aided by the other means', 
or the basic form of the word itself, — we could assume anything we 
liked. 

For these reasons, the case of such words as ‘ Go ’ and the rest (that 
denote the Class) cannot be said to be similar to that of the word * (7dna \ 

In the case of the words ^pacati' etc. also, it the Nnmher were 
cognised as separate from all the other Knirakas, as following in the 
wake of the Nominative only,— like the chameter of *^onatva,* which 
resides in the Horse only,— then, in that case, we could very well admit 
the fact of the Nominative being indicated by that Humber, But that 
too would leave the Nominative umlenoied (by the Con jugational Affix). 
As a matter of fact, however, we are cognizant of a difference in 
Number I and certainly we could not very well go on assuniing the 
existence of an endless number of ^singlenesses*, with regard to each 
single Individual that we might come across ; and hence we cannot 
but accept the fact of the Nominative being indicated only by the 
BhUvanH and the Boot-meaning. 

Then again, in the case of the assertion ^Q>im dhdvati' (‘the Cl« os- 
nut is running*), we find that there is no other word (except ^Qonay) 
giTing us an idea of the Class ; and it is for this reas<m that in this parti- 
Cttlor case, we have admitted of the aforesaid cbmpVGated pi*oce88 of inter- 
j^tatidn. That, however, cannot be admitted in the case iu question. 
'J^at ie to say, if we had another word pointing to the ‘horse' (in the 
the sentence • (Joao dkitvati ■), then We bould not have twisted this 
aame woi*d ‘ pojaJ ’ merdiiessly. In tire case of the ywmbsVj h 



PROHIBITION OP TKLLINO LIES PERTAINS TO SA0R1FIC6. 1329 

we have the BMvand md the Root-meaning that would bring forward 
(and indicate) the Nominative related to it; and hence there is uo need 
for twisting the Number itself (into giving us Ihe idea of the Nominative). 
And the special reasons, that we have for believing tiie Nominative 
to be indicated by^ the alone, we have already explained before. 

Thus then w’e dad that, even when the Nominative is directly 
denoted (by the Verbal Affix) it is quite capable of bearing (to the 
Number f.i.) the relationship of the qualidoation and qualified; and 
consequently we conclule that the assumption of the denotability (»f 
the Nominative is vrholly groundless. 


* The deuotabiiity of the Nominative having, in the above manner, 
s been shown, by reasonings, to be groundless, the Vaig^karan^a proceeds to 
siiow the incompatibility of tiie view thus arrived at with the scriptures 
(i.e. the Rules and Miaxims laid down in the Gram nifcical Scriptures). 

Inasmuch as we have the teachers declariHon that the basic word 
** anti the affio conjointhf express the denotation of the we must 

** admit that what is aetually denoted by the Conjugational Affix is the 
** Nominative^ and also the Objective, 'fhat is to say, we have Pdniius 
Sutra Ill-^iv— 60 laying down that the Coujugational Affixes den(ito 
'Hhe Objective, as well as the Nominative; and then again, inasmucli 
‘^as the Substitute resembles that for which it is substituted (in accord- 
‘‘ance with the Sutra 1 — i— 56), the affixes 'tip* and the rest would 
also denote the Nominative and the Objective. 

Objection: ‘The Siddhdnta theory having been shown to be con- 
“tradictory to the verbal authority of the Sutra itself {Sutra III— iv 
“ — 69), the bringing forward of the popular saying — prakftipratyayaii 
pratyayMham, ete,t is wholly irrelevant. ' 

” Reply : How can it be said to be irrelevant, when is is necessary 
“for the Purvapakshi to establish the fact of the Nominative being 
the predominant factor (and it is only the Assertion quoted, and not 
^itheSutruy that has any bearing upon that point). And hence what 
'Ms meant by citing the authority of both is lo show that there ai*H 
“Smj^tis in stipport of the theory that the Nominative is dii»ectly denoted, 
“as also that it is the predominant factor. Tlius tiieu the senso of the 
“ whole comos to be tliis : Inasmuch os the basic word and tho Affix 
“conjointly perform the work of denoting tho moaning of tho Affix, 
“ which latter is declared (in Satra III — iv— 69) to consist of the Nomina- 
“tire as well as the Objective, -^it must bo admitted that what the 
“Verb denotes is the Nominative and the Objective as qualified by 
“the Action (denoted by the Verbal Root); and as such there is a 

W 
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“disfeinob contradiction between Direct DMa^’ation (which connects the 
‘“tellinjf of lies ’ with the Nominative Agent) and the Context (which 

“ connects the same action with the Sacri6.ce). 

“The Sw^ra III— iv— 69 (of Pfinini) lays down only the denotahility 
“of the Nominative and the Objective. While the Shtra ‘ X'ai-^in ’ 
“ {Pnnini HI— i --68) shows, in the fisst instance, that the Nominative is 
“ actually found, in usage, to be spoken of a.s dmotahle ; and secondly, 
“it also uses the form ^ Kartari* with the sequential Locative ending; 
“ and inasmuch as, in a number of words, the Nominative Agent itself 
“ cannot find a place in a sequential order, the sequence (signified by the 
“ Locative) comes to be recognized as pertaining to the word (denoting 
“ the Nominative), — in accordance with the Sutra ‘ Ivarfhaki/flt 
gcshu' (III — i — 18); the sense of the Subra thus coraintr to be that,"* 
“ * when the ConjugatiouMl Affix demoting the Nominative is preceded 
“ by, etc., etc.** 

“ In any case we find that the Teachers (of Gi*animar) have distinctly 
“ laid down that the Nominatire is denoted by the Oonjugsition»il Affix ; 
“ and hence any reasoning to show that it is not denotablo is mosf. 
“ improper.*’ 

To the above we make the following reply : The Teachers of 
Grammar say nothing as to the reladonslnp of the Denotative and the 
Denotable (i.e, tliey do not say anything as to certain things being 
denoted by certain words) ; this is inferred from actual usage, through 
the Apparent Inconsistency (of this usage). 

That is to say, the incompatibility of Verbal Authority could be 
rightly urged only in that case where the Reasoning and the Verbal 
Authority both pertain to the same subject. In the case in question, 
however, we find that while the Reasoning treats of the question as 
to what is directly denoted, and what is indirectly implied (by the Affix), 
—the grammatical authorities cited treafc of a wliolly distinct question, 
as to which among a number of synonymous- words is correct, and which 
incorrect, in form. And certainly when two things treat of two wliolly 
distinct subjects, one cannot set aside the other, even though this latter 
may be weaker in authority; jnid a rejection is all the rnoro improper 
when what is sought to be rejected treats of the wholly diftex*ent subject 
of the denotation and implication by the Verbal Affix, and is as well 
known to all men as any fact of ordinary sense-perception* 

I bus then, even it the I’eucliers of Grammar .had actually made the 
deolaration that ‘the Nominative is denoted by the Chhjngatioual Affix,’ 
we could not attach much imporiauce to such a declaration in the prewnt 
oonneption, whwh deals with a wholly different subject. As a mattar 
of, fact, however, we fij^d tliat they do not niake such a dectaratioh^ 
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**But we hare just oitod tlio Sfitra III— iv— 69 Twhich 
distinctly <lBckre8 the fact of the Nominative, ns well as the Objeotiiire, 
being denoted by tlie Conjngntional Affix).** 

BepUj"^ Trae^ you have cited that Sutra but in citinjy it you have 
looked into one part of the Sutra-text and not into the whole of it. And 
certainly you cannot reasoual)ly bring forward against one theprv tlie 
incompatibility of the verbal authority of (iertain Silfras the import whei*cof 
has not been fully considered in all its bearings. Because all scriptural 
b‘xts give correct teachings, only wlien they are taken along with the 
other portions of the Context in which they occur. 

If one could rightly bring forward the incompatibiliiy of Verbal 
Aiithozuty, only in view of a portion of the Context, then, (1) in the case 
of the sentence ^ should nit drink wififi* wo could take out only the iwo 
^ words * drink ivine' interpreting them as enjoining the drinking of wine ; 
"and in that case one nob drinking wine could be liauled up for disobeying 
tins 1 11 junction ; and thus doing something against scriptural authority; 
(2) we could take tlio sentence ‘one should perform the Agnihotra all 
through his life,’ by itself, apart from tho other sentences found in the 
same Context ; atnl in that case, even if one, who had passed though the 
ceremony of Initi ition, should omit to offer the igiiihotra sacrifice, wo 
could accuse him of having committed a grievous sit» (as the sentence cited 
by itself makes the lifedong A'j^dhotr,t as necessary for the Uninitmted as 
for the Initiated) ; (3j in fact, in Qrammar itself, if we took the SHtra 
^ midiryunah^ (P^nini VU— iii— 82) etitirely hr itself (without taking it 
along with the other Sutra I — i — 5, which limits th^' applio*tion of the 
former), then the form ‘ Minna' without the guna (broadening of the 
vowel), would have to be pronounced imgranfmatir.nl. Consequently, it is 
not right for you to bring forw ird, agamst our theory, the iucojnparibility 
of any one disjointed part of the Grammatical Sutras, 

In support of our contention we have the following declaration : 

‘ Any single part of the text, when taken indepeudeutly by itself, expresses 
something wholly different from what is expressed by it when taken along 
with the whole, together with all its accessories and auxiliaries,’ 

Specially is this the case with the text of Grammatical Sutras ; 
because, in this, we find almost the whple Eight Adhyayas of the Sfltras 
operating in the formation of a single word. Consequently it U neces* 
saiy to avoid an incompatibility with that which is exfiressed by the 
etc. (Pam Illr-^iv— 69) when taken along with 

all its auxiliary 

For instance, in the case in question, tlio full Iiijunc’iQn with regard 
to the Gonjugational Affixes U completed by the following 

2, 8, 4^91, 92, 93, 04; I\l-iv-67; II -iT- 
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69, 77, 78; I— Hi -12, 78 ; I— iv— 106, 107, 108, 101, 102, 21, 22; imd be- 
eiden these many Sutras relating to Nomenclaiure and DefinitianB^ dealing 
with eliminationfl, additions, modificntions of letters, etc, eto. And all 
these have to be taken as syntactically, connected (forming » singU- 
sentence), laying down all that is necessary in connection with the 
Con jagational Affix tip f.i.}. And this syntactical connection is possibh* 
only when one Sutra is taken as qualifying the other; and this relation, 
ship of the qaalification and the qualified, between words having the 
.same case-endings, is either by coextensiveness or its contrary ; nnd is 
of the nature of that which subsists between the Action and the Agencies 
iKHrakas) pertaining to it, or that between the Primary and its Sub-f 
sidiaries. 

In the case in question, however, we do not find some of the above 
Sutms to have any useful bearing ; and hence we take up for consideration 
only the following Sfl/ros— -‘the Conjugational Affixes appear in the sense of 
the Nominative and the Objective’ (III— iv— 69', ‘when there is only one 
Nominative we have the Singular Affix, when there are two we have the 
Dual, and when there are many we have the Plural * (I - iv— 21, 22),— in 
connection with which wo shall consider whether the relationship of the 
qaalification nnd the qualified among them operates by coextensiveness 
or otherwise. . 

First of all, then, in these Sutras, we find that the words * one,’ *two^ 
and ‘ many ’ are denotative of Numbers ; and unless they denote these Num- 
bers, they cannot be applied to any objects, as we have shown under the 
ikrtyatlhikarana fl — iii 30 et seq,). In fact, in the Mahdbhikihya of 
Patanjali, we find that he puts the question, in connection with the 
Sutra yBahushu hahmacanam' (I— iv— 21 ), — ^ KSshu halnishuV' (‘what 
ai’e those that are meant by hahushu in the Sfitra?’),— and then, having 
put forward the objections to the wording of the question, ho comes to 
the conclusion that the words ^bahu' etc. (in the Sutras, ' Bahnshu bahu’ 
nacauam * and the rest) signify Numhm's ; specially as we find him explain- 
ing the words ^bahtishu ' and ‘dcyd&ayoj* (in the Sutras) as *hahutpB' 
and ^ dvitvaiyakatvnyoy respectively. Then he proceeds to put another 
question — ' In the absence of an abstract affix, how can the declaration 
have an Abstract Noun for the predominant factor P * And to this 
question he gives the answer— * This is quite possible, when, in the very 
first instance, the Property is meant to be spoken of in its due predomi- 
nance/ 

The sense of this reply is as follows : Thei*e are three ways in which 
a Property is spoken of— (1 ) in .certain cases it is mentioned, in the very 
first instance, independently by itself; (2) some Properties are mentioned 
as acoessories to a certain substance; and (3) there are some which i 
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really belonging to contain snbstancee, are epokon of abstracted 

from these enbetances. 

That is to say, (1) in a ciiso where, in the very first instance, the 
Property )» meant to be spoken of indepen^lontly, as a predominant 
faistor by itself, — there is no appearance of tlu* Abstract Affix, and the 
Property becomes connected with the substance, oven without coexton- 
siveness -e.g. in tho expression ‘pa gnklah* (where ^Qulda*^ 

* (fukhtm'). (2) In a case where the Property is meant to be spoken of 
AS subordinate to the substance, and no separation or abstraction is meant, 
—wo have coextensiveness, —e.g. in the expression ^ Qtiklaft patnJ^' (3) 
Lastly, in a case where the Property is meant to be spoken of as subor- 
dinate to a substance, and its abstraction from it is desired subsequently, - 
we have the Abstracjt Affixes ‘ tm* or ‘ tal* attached to the word denoting 
the Property; — in accordance with the rule that, ‘ when a word denotes 
that Property the existence whereof in the substance makes the word 
I applicable to it, then that word takes the Abstract Affixes tvn and tnl* \ 

; and in this case we have the expression *fhifn$}ja guklatvnm* In a case, 
however, where the Property is meant to be spoken of as an independent 
predominant factor by itself, the Property is not a qualifying Property 
at all, but an independent substance by itself ; and hence there can be no 
application, through this Property, of the adjective expressive of it, to 
the substance; and as in this case, the Property does wot affect {* hhH* 
myatV) the use of tho word denoting the substance, we do not find it 
spoken of by means of the Abstract Affixes (‘fra* and 'taV), Specially 
because, inasmuch as the Property has been already a 6 <;frac^ed beforehand, 
tl \0 use of an Abstracting (or Abstract) Affix would be wholly superfluous. 

Objection : “ If such be the case, then in all eases, that to which the 
Number would belong would always be in the Genitive Case.** 

Reply: It is quite true that such would be the natural consequence ; 
but, just as in certain cases, the Adjective, with a view to point to the Sub- 
stance to which tlm Propei*ty (denoted by that Adjective) belongs, becomes 
coextensive with the word (substantive) denoting that substance,— so, in 
the same manner, there is the coextensiveness, wiJh the Adjective, of the 
Substantive w’hioh is used with a view to express the Prop< rty to which 
the Substance i denoted by that Substantive) is subordinate; specially as 
in both cases we have the same grounds for taking both (the Ad jective 
and the Substantive) as non-diffei ent, or one of them as indirectly indi- 
cating the other. But even though such an expression would be correct in 
form; yet, inasmuch it is never found in actual usage, it does not become 
comprehended as quickly as it should be. If, however, it happens to be 
*uet with, in a certain case, then it should be explained in the manner 
Bhowii above; this is all that we mean by putting iij forward. , 
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For these reasons, it mast be admitted thnfc even withoat the use of 
the Abstract Affix, we can speak, quite intelligibly, of a Property (Num- 
ber f.t.) as »ho predominant factor. And it is only thus that we could 
justify the Dual number in the woi'd ^dvyBkayok* (in the Sotrn T- iv-*- 

22). For if ‘two’ and ‘one* in the 5 «fm meant ‘ two things ' and ‘ one 

thing'respectively, then -tlie total of these being three, we should Imvp 
had the Plural Number, and in that case we should liave had the form 
^ dvySkBsJut,^ if it referred to the objects qualified by the Numbers. 
That is to say, if tl>e expression wore meant to sppak of the Snlstaiicfa 
qnaliTied hij the Nimher, as the predominant factors, then in that c.so, I be 
‘two* Substances together with the ‘one’ Substance would make up 
and thus necessitate the use of the Plural ending. When, on tlie other 
hand, it is the Numbers that are meant to be spoken of as the predomi- 
nant factors, then, inasmuch as ‘Dnulity* and ‘Singleness’ would be llie 
predominant factors meant to be spoken of, they would take their own 
Numbers ; and as such there would be only two factors (those of ‘ duality 
and ‘singleness’), and we would have the Dual ending; and as such the 
form ‘ dvByikayoh ’ would become justified. 

Question: “How is it that the Abstract Affix does not denote the 
“ substance qualified by the Property P “ 

Answer : The chief reason foi* this lies in the fact of the wish of 
the speaker being of various kinds. Or, if the Sfitra ^ Bahushu bafnmi- ' 
canam’ (Pdnini I— i— 21) meant that ‘ we should have the Plural Number 
whenever we have 6a/iwfru * — then we would have the Plural Number in 
cases where the word * bahu ’ is used in the sense of great, large quantity, 
big, extensive, etc., as in the case of such expressions as *bahnh samndrah,^ 

' bahurodanaf^^ ; as also in connection with all numbers above ‘two/ 
which have the common character of ‘ being abnve two,* [Both of which 
would be inadmissible; as in the former case, the expression itself would 
be absurd ; while in the second the Plural applied to the Numbers over 
twenty would be wTong, as all such numbers are laid down as to be used 
always in the Singular.] As a matter of fact, however, we find that the 
Setra uses the word ^hahushu* (and not ‘ hahutvB^), with the sole view of 
showing that the Plural ending should be used only for the denoting of 
that number which depends upon diversity amonur the individuals. And 
thus it IB that we have the expression ' bahurodanak' [without the 
Plural ; simply because there is no diversity among the individual grains, 
of the rice]. 

We find in the Muhtibhlishya that, against tlie theory of the Nuinber 
being the predominant factor, has been raised the objection that in 
accordance with that theoiy, we oonld not have the expression *9'cS many- 

mt^, because ^sigpifying predominant fMctor, it 
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ghonld have hnd the Singular ending; but thin objectiou has been met 
by showing that in sucli expi’essions the woi^d 'chi' means ‘others’ (and 
lis such- is capable of taking tiie plural ending). 

Thus it becomes established that what the Sutras ^Bahushu bahma- 
caiittwretc. 21, 22) mean is that we Imve the Plural ending where 

there is multiplicity (‘ many-ness*), and the Singular and tlio Dual 
endings, where we hare Sinaleness and Dnality respectively. 

Thus then, in connection with the Inju fiction of Conjugational Affixes, 
we have the following two declarations Inasmuch as the affix ^tip* 

is substituted in the place of the Gonjugatlonal endings, it should be taken 
us used in the sense of the Nominative (in accordance with the 
'hhkannani^ etc' III— iv— 69). (2) Inasmuch as tho affix ^tip* is 

called a ‘ singular affix,* it appears only when there is Singleness, rhus 
y^hen, we have two alternatives : (a) that the Nominative and the Single- 
pess are both related to the ‘tip,’ without beiuj; related to each other, — in 
|his case tho sense of the above two declarations being that ' the tip affix 
Bppeurs either in the sense of the Nominative, or in that of Singleness * ; — 
=^and {h) the meaning of the two declarations is that ‘the Up affix appears 
when there is Singleness of the Nominative^ — in this case, the Nominative 
and Singleness bearing to each otfier the relationship of tho qualification 
and the qualified. 

The former alternative is untenable ; as the tip cannot be related to 
any one of them unless they are specified (or qualified) by the other. 
Because, in accordance with this alternative, we would have the tip affix 
oven in a case where we have more than one Nominative ; as also when- 
ever there would be Singleness^ even in any of the Karakas, 

That is to say, if it be held that the tip affix is laid down as to be 
used, in connection with the Nominative, or with Singleness^ each of these 
being independent of the other, then, at the time of actual usage also, wo 
Would have the same independence ; and hence we would have tlie 
also in Cases where we have two or more Nominative agents; as also 
when wo have Singleness, even in connection wirh the other Karnkas. 

Consequently (in order to avoid these anomalies) we should, at the 
very outset, admit of the fact of the Nominative, and Singleness being 
f'ehited to each other by the relationship of qualification. 

And this relationship is by coextensiveiiess, because of the two taking 
the same case-ending (the expression being ^Bhasmm kartari'). And as 
for the relationship by Vaiyyadkikaranya (difference in the substrata), 
ituksiiitech ae im Ruch relations^^^^ is^ directly expressed by the words, it 
(X)n]d only be due, either to the process of indirect Indication (by one or 
the other ) 9 or to the modifying of the case^endings (the form being 
changed into ^Kdrtu^ ikatmm*). In fact, in tlje case of the said 
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cpexteusiveaess also, for Wie sake of the established predotninance of the 
Nnmher^ it is the word ^ Kartf' (Nominative) that betakes itself either to 
the indirect indicating (of * karffguna* the property of the Nominative), or ^ 
to the attributing of non-difference (between the Notninative and tiie 
Number relatim; to it) ; —and not so the word ‘ Bka * ; because if this latter 
did so, then the Substance related to the Number would become the 
predominant factor. And hence we conclude that in the expression 
^ haling Bkatve' we have the Genitive (in ^ kartuf^') in the subordinate 
factor, simply with a view to show, by direct denotation, the object that 
is related (to the predominant factor of the Number) by coextensivenesi^ 

Or, we may explain the expression ^ JcarturBkatvS* in the following 
manner: Inasmuch as the two words denote two distinct tilings, they 
cannot be coextensive; and when there is no coextensiveness, they 
cannot have the same case-ending ; nor could the desired relationship be 
expressed by any other ending save the Genitive ; and without such a 
relationship, the sense that is desired to be conveyed would not bo 
possible. And hence, the changing of the case-ending of one of the two 
being inevitable, inasmuch as the Number has already been shown to be 
the predominant factor, and as it is in connection with the qnalihcation 
that we always have the Genitive ending,— it is the case-ending (the 
Locative) of the word ^karfari* that is changed into the required G^i- 
tive, — and this process gives us the expression ^ k irturSkatvB* (in tnip 
place of ‘ Skaamin kartari *). 

In any case, there is not the remotest possibility of the modiHcatiou 
of the case-ending of ^Bkatve*) as any such modification would give us 
the idea of a wholly different object ; because if we have the expression 
* Bkatvasya kartari karmani on/ thou the sense would be something wholly 
different, viz : ‘ One who does the Singleness, and whose action that is ’ I 

Thus then, the upshot of the whole set of Sutras comes to lie that the 
Numbers— Singleness etc. as qualified hy the Nominative or the Ohjective— 
are denoted by the Gonjugational Affixes ; and hence tliere is no incompati- 
bility in our theory with the verbal authority of the said grammatical rules. 

The said Sutras being explained in the above manner, the conclusion 
that we have aiTived at by a course of reasoning— viz., that * there is no 
denotation of the kdrakas because of their being indicated by the Bhnvand * 
— would be found to be quite lu keeping with the sense of the Sutma, 
And the words of the Sutras also — such f.i. as *dvyBkayo^ * and the like 
—would have their scope limited by the said reasonings; and as such 
would be in keeping with the reasonings relating to the qualifioatiosli, the 
qualified, etc. etc. 

The sentenoe in the Bhdshya -^^ LaukihanyUynnugatoffca sUMrtluiy^ 
may be explaiuetl in different sense also^ which would be as follows ; In 
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oHinary experience we Jhat the Namher (denoted by the Conjup^a- 
tipnal Affix' is always recojyaizod as quaiified by the Noiiiiiiative or the 
Objective ; and the sense of the Sutras would be in keepinjv with this fact 
of ordinaiy experience, if these were explained in tlir* way sliown above. 
Otherwise, if each Sutra were interpreted by itself, iudepeinlenfcly of the 
other, the "^Utra would corne to mean that the Coiijugitional Affix denotes 
the N neither a.nd the kf^raka^ each independently of the other’, wliich would 
he totally contrrtry to the afoi’esaid fact of ordinary experiein'o. 

Nor would this bi^- all ; in fact the soimo of the Sufras would bocmno 
inoorapati bio with those reaso rings that are put forw:ird by tho 
Jcaranas themselves. While if the Number is taken to bo denoted • by the 
Gonjugational Affix) as qualified (bv the No ninative or tire Objective), 
then all tilings become duly reconciled to one another. 

Against what has been said above, tin* opponent might bring f orward 
; the following “ The above interpretation of gramrn itical rules 

}*’is the mere outcome of the ingenuity of toe Mim^nnahi^ wlioisexcep- 
*Hionally cievei* at tilt" manipulation of sentences and their consfcnictions 
“and interpretations. The vie v that the themselves take 

“ is nut such as has been shown by yon.** 

Reply : The authority of the Gramm itioal %{)nt>*rs also points to the 
same conclusions that we hive arrived at; the declaration of P itanjiili himseif 
being to the effect^ that ‘ Whe^i Singleness etc, form the denotatitms of Affives^ 
the Ohjective and the rest become their qua' ifications,^ The sense of t'ris is 
that in treating of ‘ Plurals,’ and ‘ Anahhihita Nj>minatives and Objectivo.s,* 
the authors of both the V<^rtika and the Bh^shy i, Invlng discussed, in 
great detail, fhe two theories of the ‘Objec.rive* and tho ‘Singleness' 
(being tho denotation of Affixes;, are f«»und to have corne to the following 
flawless concln.sions : What is denoted by the Affixes are Singlenf^ssy etc. ; 
otherwise, we could have the Plural Number in any and every word 
(without restriction) ; and farther it would not be necessary to lay down 
the rules for the use of the Nom native and the Objective terraitiations on 
the condition of the Nominative and the Objective being * not expressed ’ 
Anahhihita^) for the appearance of the Nominative or Accusative 
terminations; as even in other places (i.e. where we have not these 
termiQation89 but only verbs, like ‘poca^i,* which latter, according to you, 
would denote the Nominative or the Objective), we would not have the 
denotation of that which has been already denoted. For if the Objective 
were already denoted by the Conjugational Affixes, Nominal affixes or 
Compounds, then there would be left no r-eason for any further denoting 
of the Objective by the Accusative (or the Nominative terminations), with 
a view to which we should haye had the conditional Sutra ^ AnabhihitS* 
[preceding the Sntra.s laying down the case-ter^aiiiatioas]. On the 
■■ 168 v . 
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other hand, wiieii the Objoetire etc. are not denoted (by the Conjngational 
Affixes, etc.); then, unless we had the Sutras specially laying down 
the Accusative torminntions, with reference to the Singleness, etc. of that 
Objective, we could not have the Accusative ending in such cases. [And 
hence it is only in accordance with our theory that we can justify the 
conditional Sutra ^ anahhihite'\ Specially as it makes no, difference in 
reasoning, whether the Objective etc. are or are not denoted. 

It is in view of these facts that, in recapitulating the position taken 
up by the author of the VMiha (Katyayana), Patanjali has declared— 
‘ Tt is only when the Singlenas.-^., etc. are denoted by the Oonjugationai 
Affix, etc. that the conditional Sutra * anahkihitB^ becomes necessary; 
while if the Objective^ etc. were denoted by them, the Sutra would be 
absolutely meaningless.* 

Objection : In the MaMbh^shya^ we meet also with this declaration 
“ (to the contrary) : ‘When the Objective, etc. are denoted by the Affixes, 
“ then the Singleness etc. appear as qualifications ’ [and hence we cannot 
“ admit the fact of the MahtihMsliya lending unqualified support to the 
“ position taketi up by the Mfnidnsafea].*’ 

Seply : The sentence quoted by you represents the position opposed 
to Patanjali’s own ; and though, as such, it did not deserve a place in the 
MaMhhdishya, yet Patanjali has put it forward, simply by way of admit- 
ting the opponebt*8 view, for the sake of argument. The sense of the 
whole being that, even when the Objective etc. happen to be the objects 
qualified (by the Number), and as such, being the predominant factors, 
form the denotations of the Affixes,— even then, Singleness etc, are actualhf 
denoted, as their qualifications ; because they could not serve as qualifica- 
tions, unless they were themselves fully denoted (or expressed) ; and as 
for the qualified factors, they are got at by other means; and it is a 
well-known fact that, under such circumstances (where the qualified is 
got at by other means) the Injunction betakes itself to the qualifying 
subordinate ; as we find in the case of the Injunction ‘ lohitoshi^ishij 
rtvfja^ praearaniif (where the J^tviks and their jprararana being found to 
have been laid down elsewhere, the Injunction contained in the sentence 
is taken as applying to the subordinate factor, the ‘red turban * only). 

Or, we can take the word ‘artha’ (in the phrase ^vihhaktyarthah*) 
as signifying ‘ purpose * ; the sense being that ‘when they (the objective 
etc.) constitute the purpose, then tlie case-termination is used for the sake 
of them.* 

Or again, inasmuch as both the above declarations of Patanjali are 
keeping with the nature of things, we can take both of them 
as, equally true, Hut Hmited in their scope,— the former pertaining to the 
Oonjugationai latter to the Declensional Affixes; and 
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certainly WG do Rdmit the denotability of the Objective etc. by those lattei* 
afSxes. 

Ohjectim: “ Inasmuch as the rules regarding the Plural etc. are the 
“ same with regard tt> both (the Conjugational and the Dt^clensional 
'‘Affixes), there must be an uniformity iu thorn; and hence just as the 
“Conjugational Affix (according to the Mini/lnsaka) would denote the 
“ SFumbei* qualified by tho Objective etc. and not the kfimkas themselves,— 
“ so would it also be in the case of the Decden.sional Affixes. And in tliat 
“case, your theory would be incompatible with such expressions as - 
^ yatkaranikhhidMyinyS, Iriiyamhhakbya samytijya nirdigatif ^tatidyame 
''hi bad dffyatS,' taaya jmna'nv^ etc. (which are found in your own 
"Bhashya)^ 

To this some people make the following reply. Inasmuch as we find 
tlmt it is quite possible for the same rule to bo taken differently, in 
accofdance with the different purposes served by it, with regard to 
different objects, — and that the nature of the qualifying relationship is 
found different in different cases, — we speak of the tfimherm the qualified 
factor, iu the case of Conjugational Affixes, and as tho ([iialifying factor 
in that of the Declensional ones. 

If however this explanation should not satisfy you, we offer you 
another : Though the Rules do not accept the deiiotability of tho Ob joo- 
iive etc., yet they spoak of such denotai)ility, only for the sake of the 
accomplishment of that which has been accepted as the denotahla (i.e. tlie 
Number). 

That is to say, we find that the grammatical rules often speak of 
the ‘denotability ’ of certain factors, merely as a conventional technicality, 
for certain definite purposes. But this mere technicality can justify our 
acceptance of such denotability, as an actuality, in ordinary parlance. 
Nor have we any rules laying down that the Objective and the rest are 
never denotable ; what they do lay down is that these Objective etc. aro the 
qualifications of the Numbers, Singlenms etc. which are the actual denota- 
tions (of the Conjugational Affixe.s),— as we have already explained above. 
Bence it must be admitted that the Objective and the other kdrakas always 
serve as qualifying subordinates (in the case of Conjugational Affixes). 
Thus then, in a case where the Objective etc. not found, either by 
reasonings, or by Verbal authority, to have the said denotability, — they 
are at once recognized as absolutely undenotable. In that case, however, 
where it is found that unless themselves denoted, they could not serve as 
qualifications, —we must, for this reason^ admit them to be denotable. Or 
again, on the ground of the Apparent Inconsistency (of the, denotability 
the Nttinhsf, which wojild not be quite possible without a denotation of 
its qualifying siifoordihate, in the shape of the OhjMctive ata ), we can 



184(0 TANTRA.-VI11TIKA. ADH. HI— PXdA It-ADHl. (4). 

accept the denotability of these to be laid down by the grammatical rules 
also. 

In the case of Oonjugational Affixes, however, we find that the Nomi- 
native (or Objective) is' indicated by the Bhdvanfi, and as such, quite cap- 
able of servinaf as the qualification (of Number; ; and hence, in this case 
(there being no AppnrentJnconsistency) it is not necessary to admit its 
actual direct denotaV)ility. But in the case of the Declensional Affixes, we 
find that either the denotations of the basic words, or the Singlenens etc., are 
not invariably concomitant with the kSirakas ^ — inasmuch as they appear 
both witli and without these latter; and hence their capability of indi- 
cating any of tlie kfIraJcas is set aside (by the said non-coneomitance) ; 
then again, in this case, we <lo not find the word denoting either the 
Bhilvanfl or the Boot-meaning, or any other factor indicative of the 
kfirakaa ; hence, inasmuch as without the denotation of the knraka itself, 
it would not be possible to have the denotation of the Nu'^her qwiUJi*^d by 
that knraka, we must (on the ground of this la^^t Apparent Inconsis»ency) 
accept the kdraka also to be directly denotable. 

Objection-, Inasmuch as the Nf»un is never used by itself, it is 
necessary that it should always be accompanied by a Verb ; and as this 
** Verb would denote a Uhcimnn, it would be as indicated by this Bhfivawl 
“that the kftrakas, in this case of Declensional Affix also, would bo 
“connected with the Number denoted,— exactly as in the case of the 
“ Oonjugational Affixes.” 

Beply: Hnw could it be so, when, as a matter of fact, we find tliat in 
sentences, whereof the order of sequence atuong the words is not fixed, 
the Noun is used before the Verb, (e.g in the sentence ‘ Vrksham chin- 
dki*); and in this case we find that the cognition of the kd 7 -aka--\Vrk- 

’ —appears before that of the Verb; and cei'tainly this cognition (of 
the k&raka) would not be possible unless the koraka were denotable, inde- 
pendently by itself. 

Objection: “ Even in this case, os the k&raka would not be a true 
^^kSraka, unless connected with the Verb, the il7draA;a •endings would not 
appear until the relationship with the Verb were distinctly shown. 
“ And hence in this case also, the kSiraka woxild bo preceded by the Verb 
“ (and hence the conditions would be exactly the same as those in the 
“ case of the Oonjugational Affixes 

Beply: This is quite true, as regards the speaker ^oF the sentence 
‘ VrkBham chindhi *) ; hut as regards the person to whom the sentence is 
addresHed, at the time that he hears the first word ‘ he has no 

idea of any Verb or of its connection (with the word heard) ; consequently 
what he does is to recognise the h^raka alone as expi^essed by the word 
and thePvthro^^ luference, or tliifcugh Apparent Tnoon- 
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sistency (of the ik^raX;a-charaoter which is not possible without a Verb 
denoting an action), he comes to have an idea of the Verb which the 
speaker may have previously det*‘miined upon. 

If it were not so, there would be a mutual inter-dependence. Because 
tlie .Verb would indicate the krirakay and thi.s latter would indicate the 
Verb; and neither of these would have an independent basis of its own. 
In all cases of two things related together, it is necessary to accept one of 
them to have a basis independent of the other. But in the case in ques- 
tion, if the kfiraka were to bo indicated by the Verb, —then it would bo 
necessary to explain by what the Verb is indi(‘ated. Then, we find that 
the basic Noun *Vrksha^ (in the sentence ^ 7 fkshim-chindhV ) cannot 
indicate the verb ; because what the word denotes is the Gladt^ character- 
ized by the presence of branches etc. Nor could the denotation of the 
basic Noun indicate it; as this is quite possible even witliout the action 
expressed hy the verb (and as such there could be no Appai*ent Inconsis- 
tency justifying the indication). 

The following might be urged by the opponent: “There is no such 
“ thing as is absolutely devoid of some sort of an action ; consequently in 
“ the case of all Nouns, we would always have the indication of some sucb 
“ Verb as ‘ is ‘ exists * and the like. Or again, tbe iiriieation of the 
“ Verb would be by means of the kHrakUy which is always accompanied 
“ by a Verb, in accordance with the rule that ‘ ilio Verb is in tbe Px’e.'sorit 
“ Tense Singular is always understood even where it is not actually 
“uttered”’ 

But this is not possible ; because even when such intransitive verbs, 
as ‘is* and the like, are actually uttered, what they indicate is only the 
Nominative (which alone is its iiece.^sary concomitant ), and not neces- 
sarily the Objective and the other karakas. That is to say, the Verb 
that is iudi(*ated by the denotation of the basic Noun, is only some such 
geneiio one as ‘is’ and the like ; but this Verb is not capable of indicating 
all the karakas ; consequently we should look out for some other agency 
for the indication of the Objective etc. Then, we find that the case- 
endings do not signify tlie Verb, by whicli the Objeofcive could be indi- 
cated. Nor is the Number (denoted by the ending) capable of indicating 
any particular Verb or fc/lralka, as we liave explained befoi'e. Conse- 
quently, we can find no other indicator of the Verb, save the idea of the 
Mr^ka itself. And such being the case, if the Verb also were to be the 
indicator of the fc/frofca, then this would be a clear case of mutual inter- 
dependence, which would make both (the idea of the Verb, as also that 
of the kdraka) equally devoid of a foundation. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that, in the case of the 
Qeclensional Affixes, it is the kHraku (Objective ^or Nominative) that is 
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denoted by the Affix; and the hHralca indicates the Verb, in keeping with 
its own character, through the relationship borne by them to each other. 

Objection : “ In the case of a sentence in which the Verb precedes the 
“ Noun (e.g. ^chindki vrlceham ^)^ — inasmuch as the Verb, capable of 
“ bearing the relationship of the kdtraka^ would be recognised before this 
“ latter,— and as in this case the Verb would bavei the capability of indi- 
“ eating the the Affixes would denote the Number only.” 

Reply : Such would certainly have been the case, if the sentences had 
always begun with the Verb. As it is, however, we find that there is no 
fixity in the order in which the words of a sentence miglit occur ; us we 
have sentences in the form of ^yampa^ya* as well as in that of 'pagya 

Hence it cannot be denied that, in the case of Declensional Affixes, 
the Objective and other karakas are denoted by them. 

Objection: “ If such be the case, then there would bo uo fixity in the 
“ denotative potency of Affixes (as it would vary with the order in which 
“ the words in the sentence w^oiild be found).” 

Reply: This could not be; because when the denotative potency 
(that of the Affix with regard to the karakas f i.) will have been once 
definitely ascertained, in connection with the sentence in winch the Noun 
precedes the Verb,— could it ever be set aside in the case of another 
sentence ? Specially as the relationship between words and their deno- 
tations is not transitory; and it has already been shown above that this 
relationship is conditioned by the mutual limitation imposed by the 
potentialities (of the Word and its Denotation) upon each other. 

The opponent might bring forward the following counter-argument : 
“ When, in connection with the sentence in which the Verb would precede 
“ the Noun, it will have been definitely ascertained that the Affix is 
“incapable of denoting the inasmuch as it would be necessmy 

“ for the potency of the Affix to be of one kind only, it would follow that 
“ the Affix is absolutely without the capability of denoting the kdrakas^ 

But this is not admissible ; because, as a matter of fact, there is nothing 
incongruous in the fact of a |>otency, though existing, being inoperative ; 
as such inoperativeness may he due to its purpose having been already 
fulfilled. On the other hand, when the potency does not exist, it would 
be absolutely useless to seek for its effects. " 

That is to say, in all cases wo find that a certain thing may be exis- 
tent or non-existent. And as it would not bo possible for both existence 
and non-existence to be accepted at one and tlio same time, wo must 
accept only oue of them ; and under the circumstances, it is the existence 
that should be accepted ; because when something exists, even if wo do 
not perceive any of its efects, there would be upthiug incongrubUs in this ; 
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aft it is* quite possible that this absouoe of its effects may be dae, either to 
certain obstacles in the way of its clno functioning, or to the absence of 
ilio necessary auxiliary causes, or to the fuel of the effects having been 
already bi*ought about by otlier causes. When, on the other hand, the 
thing does not exist, even when its supposed effects would appear, it could 
not be got at even by the gods themselves ; and as such we would have 
to admit the appearance of an effect without a cause (au absurdity), — as 
we have already explained in course f»f our exphination of theeternality of 
the relationship (between words and their denotations; vide Clokar 
V (Mika , sect! on, * Si i mbMidhdkMpnpanhdra ’ ) . 

Consequently when tlie denotative potency (of the Affix with I'egard 
the hdrakas) has been definitely ascertained, it will operate, to its 
fullest extent, in the case of tho sentence in whicdi the Noun precedes the 
/"erb; while it will be indifferently inoperative in the case of the 
f^senteiiee where the reverse is the case (i.e. where the Verb precedes tho 
Noun); or even in this latter case, it would servo the purpose of setting' 
aside the idea that the k^rSka is inferable, and not directly denotable, by 
words. 

Thus then, it is established that tlie Declensional Affixes denote the 
Objective etc. 

As for the Conjugational Affixes, inasmuch as their order of sequence 
is always fixed, the Nominative and the Objective are always indicated 
by the Denotation of the Root and the BhUvanH ; and it is only subse- 
quently that those two (the Nominative and the Objective) come to be 
connected with the Number (denoted by the Conjugational Affix) ; and 
there is no occasion for admitting of any deriotati ve potency with regard to 
the kilrakas (the Nominative, the Objective and the rest). Consequently 
it is fully established that the Nominative and the Objective are always 
the objects of Inference (or Apparent Inconsistency) [in the case of 
Conjugational Affixes,] 


At thijs stage of the discussion, a certain VatyfikararMh very 
clever at ingenious argumentation, comes forward with the following 
arguments 

fnasmuch as we find a verb in the Singular when there is one 
Nominative Agent, in the Dual when there ate two, and in the Plural 
when there are more than two, — we must conclude that it is the 
“ Nominative that is denoted by the Conjugational Affixes. That is to say^ 
a matter of fact we find that the verb^^poca^i * f.i.— always follows, 
in jail things, the ^avi DSvadaUay f.i,— that is used to point out the 
'^pa^ioular Nominative Agent ; and this coul«|^ only be due to a 
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coextensiceness botwoen thft two ; cdextdnfiivenoss is jKJBsiblo only 
wlien tlio two factors concernod pertaio to the same object. Coiise- 
“ qoently, in Jtbo case in question, the necessary coexteusiveiiess could be 
“obtained only if the word "pacati' in general, denoted the Nominutivo 
“ Agent, DSvadatta. 

“It might. be ai'gued that the word *‘pamtV tafiy indicate the 
“Nominative, in the way shown under the Jirfyad/iikarana 
“ cJ and the ArmUdhiharana (III — i— 12 et seq, ), 

“ But this could not be, because the Nominative (in the sentence 
^ Decadatta^ pacatV) could not be indicated by the ‘cooking’ {‘PaKfc^V; 
“ which subsists in the Sice; in fact the -cooking’ could iiidicato only 
“the siuyleness etc. inhering in the Bice, and not a thing that inheres 
“ in ant>ther substratum. 

‘‘The following might be urged: ‘Inasmuch as the actions of 
'^laying th*i pot on the firewd the rest (that go to make up the action of 
cooking) inhere in DSvadatta, these actions might be taken as meant 
“ by the word ’ (‘ cooking 

“It is true that these actions are called ‘cooking’; but the co- 
“ ordination (between D§vadatta the Nominative and the Verb) could 
“ not be through those actions. The case of the Amn^dhihamna is 
“dififeient from this; beoaune in this Litter we found that the class 
“‘cow’ and the Property of Redness brought about, in regard to the 
“ object qualified by them (i.e. the individual cowi, ideas in keeping 
“ with their own characters ; and hence we admitted the Elimination of 
“the Possessive Affix iby taking ^aruni^ as ^arumvat^) and the Ini- 
“ position of Identity (of the class on the Individual); and it was on 
“acciiunt'of these two causes, that the words were found to have 
“brought about the necessary coordination. In the case in question, 

“ however, we find that the sentence does not give rise in us to any i<lea 
“of such actions of DSvadatta, as the laying of thepd eio,] and hence 
“ we cannot admit of any sncii facts as the Elimination of t be Possessive 
“Affix and the Imposition of Identity. Consequently, just as we never 
“ find the woi*d ‘ Dac^n' to be coextensive with * Devadatta in any such 
“ sentence as * Danio Devadattnh or just as we have iio such expression 
“ as ‘ AdhigrayanUdayo DBvadattai^ \ or ‘ PUko so, qilso, we 

could not have the expression ^paeati DBvadaitah]^ 

“ Thus then, we have the following (infereutial) argumdhts in sup 
“ port of our view : 

“(1) The word ‘ pacah* ’ is denotative of the NoruinaMVe and the 
“ Objective, -^because it is coextensive with the word expressive of these, 

“ — just as in th^ of the ip^roirds ‘paifetd * a^ 

“ By the expression 'coextensive wiJIJi th^ these’ 
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‘‘ we mean the ‘identity of substrates.* The sense of the Instance is that 
“in the case of the Nouns formed by kfi affixes, — which are admitted 
“by all parties to be denotative of the Nominative, etc., — e.g., in the 
“sentences ^paktS, Devadattah^' ^pakm odanaJ^' and the like, — we actually 
“ find what we hold to be the case with the expression *pacafi 
** Vevadattai^* 

“ (2) In a case where there is no word denotative of the Nominative 
“or the Objective, we do not find any coextensive ness ; e.g. in the case 
“of the word (i.e. we have never such an expression as ^pftko 

^^DevadaUay-y which shows that the very presence of the expression 
“ ^paeati Devadattah ’ shows that thei’e is a coexfcensiveness between the 
“denotations of these two words, and that therefore the word ^pacati 
“ must be taken as denoting the Nominative). 

“(3) Then again, the word ^pacati' must be denotative of the 
“ Nominative, — becanse it is found to follow the changes of Number that 
“ are made in the word expressive of the Nominative,— *j list as is the case 
“ with the two words cited above {*paktd ’ and ^pakvah *). 

“That is to say, we find such expressions as ^pacati Devadattah 
“‘pacafo Devadattayajiladattan,^ ^pacanti Devadattai/ajnadaUavishnu^ 
"‘^datidh) and from these we infer that the Number of the Verbs is 
“exactly the same as that in the words expressing the Nominative. 
“ Wherever we find such to be the case, (i.e. such keeping in accordance 
“with the Number of the Nominative word) we find the word to be 
“ actually denotative of the Nominative ; e.g. in the case of the word ‘jpafctd,* 
“in connection with which also we have such expressions as 'paktd 
^'Devadattah ' paktarau Devadattayajnadattah ' paktdrah Deva 
“ dattayajnadattavishnudattdh So also in the case of the Nominative, 
“we find the expressions ^pacyatd odanah ' pacydtB odanagdkah 'pakva 
"odanah ^pakvau gakaudanauy* and so forth, — all of which serve as 
“ instances similar in character to the minor term of the syllogism (t.e. the 
“word *pacah^). 

“ (4) [The word ‘pacati * denotes the Nominative and the Objective] 

“ Because it is found that the rules of grammar lay down the dropping 
“off of the Nominative and the Objective endings, on the occasion of 
“these being denoted (by other words— e.g. the verb) ; for the corrohora* 
“ tive instance of similarity, we have the same that have been brought 
“forward before ; while that of dissimilarity we have the sentence ‘ DSva- 
^'dattBfut pacyate,' 

“That is to say, for the following reason also the Verb must be 
“regarded as denotative of the Nominative and the Objective : Because 
“we find a dropping off of the case-endings owhose appearance is 
“conditioned by the fact of the JSTtffrato being ‘ e.g, 'pacati 

169 
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“ Devadattah' and ^pacyats odanafi* If the Verb were not denotative of 
“^the Nominative, then there itonld be nothing to justify the dropping 
off of the affixes laid down by such sntraa as * anobhihitt karmani dvitiya^ 
{Panini)t ^hirtrkaranoyostrtiyd* {P&ninl) [as the Nominative, etc. 
“ would always be ^ anahhihita* not being ‘ abhihita * or denoted by any 
“ other word, such as the Verb] ; — such as we find in the expression 
“ ^pacyati DevadatlSna,* ^ pacatyodamh' As a matter of fact however, in- 
“asmuch as we find that these affixes are actually dropped off, wecon- 
*’ elude, from this, that, like the words ^paktu* mi *pakva^,^ the Verb 
“ (^pacati*) is denotative (of the Nominative and the Objective). This 
“instance of similarity having thus been shown, it becomes necessary 
to show that of dissimilarity ; and this we have in such sentences as 
“ ^pacyatB Devadatiina, etc.,* in which we find that, inasmuch as the Verb 
“ does not denote the Nominative, there is no dropping off of the Nomino- 
“ tive ending. 

“ (6) The Verb denotes the Nominative and the Objective ; — ^because 
“it expresses the qualifications of these, — just as the Ear, being the 
“ indicator of the letter ^ a,’ is indicative of Sotmd in general. 

“That is to say, if the word ^pacati* did not denote the Nominative 
“ and the Objective, then how could it denote a particular qualification of 
“these, in the shape of Number (wliich you also accept as denoted by 
“ the Verb) P To assert that it does not denote them, and that it denotes 
“their qualification, would involve a self-contradiction. For instjvnce, 
“ the Ear is not found to bo non-indicative of 8omd in general, and yet 
“indicative of the particular sound of the letter ‘a/ And for words, 
“ there can be no other indicativeness than that of being denotative. If 
“ the Nominative were indicated by the BMvand, then the indicator of the 
“Nominative would be something (i.e, the BMvand) which is itself 
“denoted, and not a word. And for this reason also, the Verb must be 
“ regarded as denotative of the Nominative and the Objective. 

“ (6) Lastly, the Nominative and the Objective are denoted by the 
“ Verb, — ^because of the connection of these with qualifications,*-— as that 
“ which is itself not denoted could never be connected with its qualifica- 
“ tions. 

“That is to say, for the following reason also, the Verb must be 
“regarded as denotative of the Nominative and the Objective : Because 
“ we find these connected with their qualifications,— e.g. in the sent^ces 
“‘poblianaj pacait,* *^ohhanah pacyatB ' Whenever we find idiem oon- 
“nec ted with their qualifications, we find them to be denoted ; e.g. in the 
“expressions *gobhmay pahtd* ^ramaniyaj^ pakvai^* On the other 
“hand, where there denotation of these, there we do not find them to 
^ be opnueoted with any qualifications,— ^e.g. iu the expression * 
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(where the Verb does not denote either the Nominative or the 
‘‘Objective). Nor could the connection with qualifications belong to 
“that which is indicated (by the BkQvana, f.i.); e.g. though the word 
“ ‘ smoke * indicates the Fire, yet it does not indicate it as connected with 
“ the qualifications of Heat, Brightness, and the like. 

“ All these arguments the JBhashya has indicated in the single argu- 
“ment — 'nanu karturShatvMSkavacanam^ etc.'; and hence it. has not 
“ shown them in detail. The sense of the Bhdshya-siv^ament is that the 
“relationship of the Nominative with the number of the Verb could not 
“bo possible, unless there were, between them, coextensivoness, etc., etc. 

“In view of the above arguments, it must be admitted that the only 
“reasonable theory admissible is that the Nominative (and the Objective) 
“are directly denoted by the Verb.” 


To the above, we make the following re^ply : It ha.s been urged above 
that ‘ the word pacati is denotative of the Nominative and the Objective, 
because of its coextensiveness with those' (I and II). 

(1) If by this argument, you seek to infer the existence of the 
particular denotative potency, — then, inasmuch as the way, to such a 
potenpy, of all means of right notion is blocked by the aforesaid 
explanatian of Apparent Inconsistency, you would be contradicting the 
authority of Negation. And it is a well-known fact that of all potencies, 
Apparent Inconsistency is the only means of cognition ; and inasmuch as 
in the case in question, this Inconsistency is capable of being explained in 
another way (i.e. by means of Bhdvana)^ it could not justify the assump- 
tion of a distinct poteucy. 

(2) Your argument is also contrary to the following Inferential 

ai'guments : — (o) The word * pacati ' is not denotative of the Nominative 
and the Objective,— because it denotes something with which they are 
invariably concomitant (i.e, the Bhdvand ), — and that which denotes 
something with which another thing is invariably concomitant can never 
denote this latter,— e.g. the word ‘ being denotative of the class 

‘pfApapd ' which has the class ‘tree * for its invariable concomitant, does 
not denote the latter. (6) Similarly, the Nominative and the Objective 
are not denotable by the Verb,— because the Verbal Affix does not abandon 
its own denotable object; (c) also because they are cognisable, oven 
without the operation of the Verb, — ^just like the substance; or like the 
class ‘Tree ’ by the word ‘ QiAgapd" {d) They are not denotablo by the 
Verb, — ^because they are ikdrajfc/is,— like the Instruinental and the rest, 
(e) Tlie word with the Verbal Affix is iiot.denotati\(e (of the Nominative 
ami the Objective),-— because it w a Verb,— like the word ^ 
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It might be urged here that — “ Y'our arguineutH are as opposed to uui. 
versally recognised facts as the assertion that *the moon is not-moon/” 

But it is not so; if we had absolutely denied the fact of the Verb 
signifying the Nominative, etc., or that of these latter being signified by 
the Verb, then alone could we be accused of asserting something contrary 
to universally recognised facts. As it is, however, what we do is to deny 
the absence of the capability, in the Verb, of directly denoting the Nomi* 
native and the Objective, and that, in these latter, of being denoted by the 
Verb; and certainly in this denial there is nothing incompatible wltV* 
any commonly recognised facts. Because ordinary people rest contented 
with the fact of having the mere idea (of the Nominative and the Ob- 
jective) brought about by the Verbal Affix; and they do not take the 
trouble to make any distinctions as to what is directly denoted^ indicated^ 
implied and what forms the subject (of the Verb). 

If what you have sought to prove, by the aforesaid series of argu- 
ments, be the mere fact of the verb giving some sort of an idea of the 
Nominative and the Object, — then all your effort is absolutely super- 
fluous ; as we also admit of a cognition of these being brought about by 
the Verb, through the BMvand. 

In fact it is your theory that is contrary to popular notions. Because 
what is got at by any other means, is never attributed, by ordinary^ men,^ 
to the action of denotation ; for instance, the form of the word, being 
cognised by the Ear, is never held to be denoted (by the word itself). 
[Hence inasmuch as the idea of the Nominative, etc. is found to be got at 
through the BMvandy people cannot attribute it to the denotative action 
of the word] . 

The other fallacies, pertaining to the conclusion, could also be 
brought forward against the by patting forward the various 

alternatives as to the denotation of word being based upon the letters 
themselves, or upon the sphota^ or upon the class, etc., — and also as to 
whether the denotable object consists of the potency of the word, or the 
substance, or the hdrakas, — and lastly, by putting the question as to 
whether the denoted is different or iion-differeut from the denotative 
word,-— as we have explained before (in the ^lohavdrtiha). 

Then again against each inferential argument, we can bring forward 
the following objections ; — 

I, As regards the * coextensiveness ^ urged in the first argument, wo 
ask, — is this coextensiveuoss (a) directly denoted or (6) indirectly indi- 
cated P 

(o) As for its being directly denoted by the Verb, such cannot bo 
admissible for eithei|v of us. “Why soP’’ Well, because, for tie all that 
the Veih denote the BMvanIty mi for you, the is nothing 
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moi*e than a mere potency ; as it is only such words as * Dsvadatta * and 
the like that denote sahstances, and not potencies; consequently, if the 
Affix would denote the karaka^ it couM denote it only in the form of the 
potency, and in that of the suhstancet as the substance is not the kHraka ; 
while for one, who holds the k^raka to be the substance, it would be neces- 
sary to admit the potency as its necessary qualification;— as without 
potency, there can be no functioning of the substance. Consequently, in 
accordance with the Jkrtyadhikorana (I — iii— 30), the denotation must be 
accepted to be that of the potency (and not of ih.e substance) ; and as such 
no *Goextensiv6ness* with substance would ever be possible. 

Nor do we find any word, mentioned along with the Verb, that could 
denote iho potency, — and with which word there could be a directly denoted 
coextensiveness.’ Because such a word could only be in the form ending 
with a case-ending ; while as a matter of fact, we find no such case-ending 
in the case in question. 

In the case of one who holds the kdraka to be a substance, that sub- 
stance, which, somehow or other, would be recognised as having the 
character of the karaka, would wholly lose its character, and would, 
therefore, pervade over all the fcdrajfcas that there might be in the sentence, 
—just like the Glass (which pervades over all individuals) ; and as such 
it could be spoken of as all these other kdrakas also. Nor can it be urged 
that ‘‘ the same would be the case, even if the denotation consisted in the 
potency,” Because when a number of potencies exist in a certain sub- 
stance, each of these is expressed, or not expressed, in accordance with 
its appearance and disappearance (and hence in this case there would be 
no possibility of all of them being expressed all at once) ; while as for 
the substance itself, inasmuch as it can be of one form only, there can be 
no ground for the exercising of any option with regard to it; and as such 
there could never be any chance of its being spoken of in any other way 
(and thus the objection urged above does not apply to our case). 

If words with the Conjugational aud the Declensional Affixes be 
accepted as denoting substances, then, on account of their being connected 
with definite genders, etc. they would have the character of ‘ Sativa' 
(ie. a ‘ Being * or ‘ Entity * which is defined as that which is capable of a 
definite Gender, etc.), — just like the words with the krt affixes. That is 
to say, just as in the case of the word * Pdcaka ' (which is formed with a 
krt affix), we find that, inasmuch as its denotation consists of the 
substance as the principal factor, we have the notion of its being an 
‘Entity,’— -so would we also have in the case of the words with Conjupa- 
tional and Decleutional affixes (if these also had the substance as the 
principal factor in their denotation). And henc^, just as we have such 
expressions as *pdeakam brfihh 'pdcaMna kftanhy ^ pdcakdya dehiletc., the 
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word taking many other Mrakas (c^e-endings),— so also we 

would come to have in connection witdi the sentence *pacati odanam ’ (the 
word ^pacati* also taking along with it all the kAraka endings, which is 
an impossibility). 

Gonseqaently in accordance with the theory of the denotation (of words 
with the two kinds of affixes) being that of the kHraka tvith a certain 
potency, it must be admitted that the Conjugational and Declensional 
Affixes denote the factor of the potency alone, as abstracted (from the 
denotation of the whole word). 

And in that case, when the substance will have been taken up by one 
potency that will have appeared first, it could not, at the same time, be 
connected with any other potency. And thus it becomes established that 
the Verb *poc«^^ * differs from the word with the kft affix, which has the 
substance for the principal factor in its denotation, — on account of the 
following facts : (1) It is not capable of taking up more than one Karaka 
at a time (while the latter is); and (2) it is devoid of Gender and 
Number. 

Thus then, it is proved that the divecilj^denoted ^ Coextensiveness ’ 
is not possible for any of ns. 

ih) If , on the other hand, the ‘coextensiveness,' upon which your 
premisses are based, be one that is indirectly indicated, or without any 
qualifications,— then inasmuch as even in the case of such expressions as 

* the lion of the boy * we find such a * coextensiveness,' though that does not 
make the word ‘lion' directly denotative of the Boy, — the ‘coextensive- 
ness’ could not be accepted as iuvariably concomitant with ‘ denotative- 
ness ' ; and thus your premiss would be ‘ too wide.' 

Then again, even in the case of the directly-d^o^ed ‘ coextensive- 
ness/ we wonld ask— what do you mean by this ‘ coextensiveness ' ? It 
means ‘ sameness of substrate ' ; and this must mean ‘ sameness of 
denotation ' ; as in no other way could the denotation be the sub- 
strate of the word; as iu reality, the word can have no substrate 
(according to the Mim&nsaka) ; or, even if it has, it can have only the 
AkHi^a for its substrate (according to the Naiydyika and otliers). As for 
the denotation, it is spoken of as the ‘ substrate ’ (of the woi*d), because 
it is cognised as its object. And this (‘ substrateness ') also will have to 
be qualified by the epithet ‘ primary,* with a view to preclude such 
indirect significations of it as indioatien and the like. And thus the word 
‘coextensiveness* Q Samanddhtkaranya*) comes to signify ‘the fact of 
the directly-denoted substrate being the same,’ which means that the 

* object ’ or ‘ denotation ' is the same. 

For these reasons^ your argnment comes to mean this : “ The woi^d 
paeaH l is denotative of the Nominative fa, --^beoa it is synony- 
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inous with the word ‘ DSvadaMa^^ — i.e, because it denotes Devadatta ” ; 
and this reasoning would be exactly like—* Sound is transient, because it 
ift transient/— the premisses being contained in the conclusion (thus in- 
volving the fallacy of Begging the Question, Petitio Principii). 

(c) In accordance with the TadhhUt&dhlharana (I — i — 25), and the 
Adhikarana at the close of Adhydya VI, — we can raise the question as to 
whether the * ooex tensiveness * meant is that of the two words (‘ Deva* 
datta^ and ^pacati*), or that of their denotations,— at the time of the- 
actual utterance (of the sentence ^ Bevadattah pacati^); and then we can 
show that neither of these alternatives being possible, the premiss becomes 
absolutely uncertain (or impossible) ; and also that, the words in question 
not being different in character from tlie words * Go' ‘ Aqvu' etc. the 
premiss would be too ‘ wide. ’ 

(d) Then agnin, by the same reasons that have been shown above, in 
connection with the inferences brought forward against those of tlje 
opponent, it can be shown that ‘ coextensiveness ’ in the primary form is 
impossible ; and this also would make your premisses absolutely uncertain. 

II. Then again, we may show your reasoning to be subject to 
another fallacy, — that of having counter-arguments to the contrary 
(which shake its validity). 

III. As regards your Instance also, — (a) if it be taken as cited with 
regard to the denotation of the potency, then it becomes inapplicable to 
the Major Premiss (of your syllogism) ; because the words ^pUcaka'* and 
the rest (that have been cited as instances) do not pertain to my potency ; 
they pertain to those possessed of the potencies, because they are incapable 
of being connected with any other potencies,— as we have already 
explained above. 

(5) If the words etc.* pertained to potencies, then, the 

instance would not be applicable to your Middle Term,— just as has been 
found to be the case with * coextensiveness * in its primary form. 

(c) If the case of the word ^pacatV were similar to that of the word 
^pScaka, etc.* then, like these latter, it could not denote the potency that 
forms the principal factor ; and hence your argument would prove quite 
the contrary of the particular property (in the word) that you seek to 
prove. 

IV. And further, inasmuch as the directly-denoted * coextensiveness’ 
is impossible, while the indirectly-indicated is found to exist in the case 
of non-denotative words {e,g, in * lion of the boy ’), — ^yonr argument would 
be ^oontoary ’ (to what is sought to be proved). Specially as we have 
shown, under SUtras I^IV— 23 and III — ii — 1, that there is no denota- 
tive potency either in the case of indication, or^in that of secondary 
signifeation. 
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Thus tlien it cannot be said that your argument is unch^lllengo:^l^jt^ 
The laliacios nhowTi above, in connection with j-oni* first argiimont, 
?nay be shown to rolate to your other argiunenfs also. 

For instance, with regard to your third argument, it. nmy bo 
sia;)wn that, tlio taking up (by tlie Verb) of the Nurahor (of the Nomin;n 
nv(') is not possible, in connection with the (in which the Knr^ku 

oonsists). Tliat is io say, no one accepts the number as belonging to th.e 
Kuiakit:< w}ii(‘h. have lieen bIiowu to consist of certain jictcinvies ; as 
uumbera alivays bcloiig to -^Hh^tuuces (and not to poteiuiies). If then, it he 
held that, the Vorl) would lie denotative of that Kul>.sta.nce whose nundjer 
it would take up, -- (hen there would be a contradiction of wliat Invs been 
adrn iltiMlIic fo.ro ; as iliere is no Vafnakaram Nvho admits of the f;u't cf 
tlie V' erb being denotutive of a sulidtoict^. 

ib) If then, the Making ii]> of the number* Ijcj meant to be thni of 
the number belonging to tiiat which is ludicated by the Noun, either liy 
an imfjosilion rd ifhmtily, or by the process of vsecondary siguifiorition 
and as siieb, your [irorniss be one that is to be taken in its secondary 
signitication, — tinm, inasnuich as .such would be the case witli the 
words ‘lion' Mud ‘boy* abso,— as we have such e.Kpi'e8sions ns 
Dtivadattishi ‘ and ‘ SiUnJia Devadatl:ayuj/'ii ^ 

f/^d•/aY‘:^so^u/n^^rrVi,’ . ju'omi.ss would become too ‘ wide.’ 

(o) In the case of the word ^pneahah.' (tlnit lias been ci!(‘d a.s an 
iiista-nce in sirppoit of this argument also ), we iind that that pan of i? 
which, denotes the noanutitiv^' •'>/ * paeuti^ \i.c. tiio basic noun i, doc.s not 
take the varying of the noun DSvadalla'): as does the aifi.v 

(and not tlie basir! word) that .signifies the Siniha. And thn.s y^'O’ 
instance doo.s not apply to your Middle Ternn 

(//) And that part of tljc word whicli does take op the varying num- 
bers, — f\e. the Afiix, —is not found to be denotative of tlm Nominative 
and thus, iu this cascj (he instance is ii\ap[.licabio to the Ma.joi* Term. 

(ci For these reasons, it is necoB.sary that a certain word with O.w. 
iastruniorital eutling should be cited as the corroborative nistancc of your 
.syllogism, i>u! this too would be open to all the objections that have 
been urged above, again.st ‘ (loextensivoiiess ' ; and so this too '^•ould net 
smwo your purpose. 

( f ) Tiiore is yot another ‘ uncertainty * attaching to your argument : 
As a matter of tad., wc find that though the word * Go' docs not denote 
the j<nhdani’i'' (but ihe yet it takes up the varying numbers of the 

.substaiu'c (as we tirul ibj tiic Avords ^ Gavan^ and * Gdvah'). [And 

thi.s shows toiit if a uord take up the varying numbers of a certain sub* 
stance, it is noi ucce.^ary that it should be denotative of that .sulrstnuce ; 
Wii you seek to piovo I>v means of your syimgi sin]. If you retort by saying 
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tbat i'ho inatatico (of fcho word ‘ fjo") filiat. wo iiavo (ufed does nor, go MgjiintiL 
yoin* argil oient, — then (with a view to convince yon) wo sluill explain to 
von iho whole of the Akrhjadkikarana (I — iii— d?0) ; — wherein wo have 
fOTiiul that the raised thcMraestion — wdiicli ones of the various 

reasons are capable ol‘ rejecting the .Inforonoe ? — and in answer io this, 
il; has brought foi ward the presence of countor-argiiraonts, — anfl thercbv 
lijiving Bho\yn the o])poT.ient*s argiinient to be uncertain, it has come to its 
own conclusion, in the words ‘just as the word in tlu? denotation of the 
OlaH^^ etc. etc. 

The fourth syllogism that yon liavo brought forward is that based 
Upon the fact of the r^ominative and other allixcs drojjping olT on af;(;oiuit 
of theii* being denoted (by the Verb)—, {a) And if what is meant by 
the ■' dropping off of allixes’ be the dropping oft of aU affixes^ then it is 
iiot true (as regards the sentenco in question " DBimdattah facatV)] 
because tlie Nominative affix that we lind (in * Demdahlah') is a Derioled- 
Krirafcu-Afflv. (ft).. If, liowevcr, the ‘ droppitig off ’ nieaut ho that of any 
Affix, tlion, iiiasniuch as there is siioh ilropping oil of those allixes that 
serve the par[>oscs of mere denial, and yet tliesii arc not denotative — the 
p» ymiss would be too wide. And wo find that, on account of the e:xolusioii 
iu the Sutra ^ tthhuf/apraptau karniam* (Panini 1.1 — iii — 06) ilie (lenitive 
perljiiniiig to the Ob jesdive does not denote I ho T^orninativc — though 
it di es bring about the dropping off of .NoraiMaiive-Genitive Endings, 
i.hiit Mr(} ('onnocted with the action, denoted by the word with, the krt apx 
(a.iHl thus the mere ‘ dropping off of affixes Njunnot serve as the reason 
for deuotability of the Nominative }. 

It has been argued abovt.^ that (in the sentenco ^ pacaU Petjadaitoh ^ 
and IhiuidatUm pacyale odanuh) we would have fbose Accusative and 
l)ist!'ii.!nenl.;d Miuliogs that are laid down as appearing In tlio case of non- 
il;?iijdation (of the Ohjectiyo, etc, by the Verl)). Ilut this is not pos.sible ; 
be ':aase as a matter of fact, we know that wherever an aHi.v appears, it 
■Ice s so with the juirpose of bringing about an idea, either of Nuynher or 
of the Kriraka; while in the case in question, we find that both of these 
(the Number and the Nominative) are fully established by tho Bluwand 
aud the Declensional affix. 

That is to say, in the sentence ^pacati Dovadattak* the Nominative 
found to be signified by the Bhitvann ; and as for the Numherf it is 
■>»guified IjN- the verbal Coiijugatioiml Affixes; and what is then left iin- 
rx pressed, for the sake of which wo could have anothej* Affix r' 

iiiwxtion : “ When, us a matter of fact, there is quite ft group of 
‘hS^draAru.5 (in the .sontoufje under question)? it that the Bh(tva7i& 

‘ Bhoiild indicate only the Nominative character of Vevadntta^ and not tdu* 
‘^character of any other hdraka 't^' 

170 
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AUH. Ml t>An\ IV—AIMIK (4). 

Some people oxplfim thus : Tin's is due to the peculiar cap.tbility 

" in ‘ Dovadutfa,’ wlu.u;el>y lie is recognised as the Nominative, 'riiat i? 
‘ to s:;iv% lie is caipjible oF being the Nominative of "‘coolnny" and not oi 
'’being its Objective or instrumental, or any other kdmka. A.nd the 
Verb is never re!;d.(‘<i to aTiyt.hing that is not a kdnika^ and it is for this 
“ reason tbaf it is his Neniinative ehnractor that is taken up.” 

ihit this oipifiriatinu would not apply to the case of the .sentence 
'kilsihiou favanli ' ; Iseoause tlie *faeiy ’ are ‘ capable/ not of the Nnmi na- 
tive cliaractcr, bn I of the Instrumental, as is well known. [And hence 
the Nominative ending in ^ would not bo jnstitied on the afore* 

said ground]. 

The following nijeht hr‘ urged in Fa vourof the aforesaid explanation ; — 
‘vfn the senbnmo ^kasthanl p/icuw7//‘* the kd^tha ( ruel ) is tot indicatetl 
‘‘ (by the to be (ho Noniinative agent, (of tlie cookin f ), but as 
‘‘the jnstriiinontaJ, the said ground of ‘ capability ’ ; and fhh m^fruinent- 
being indicated by the/i/mrenn, tl\e \e«bal aflix (in ^pacanH') would 
‘'signify the* Nnmber (plural) of that Tristniment ; and hem'.e, (just as iti 
“the case oF the .scnitence '* Ddnadatlah p>((:uli ' the Nominaiivc cliaracter 
'‘of ^ Tfh'radattali^ does not bring in its specific cnse«ending (that of the 
Xoiniimtivednstrurnontal, in the form of '' DevcuhifMna * — so in (he sunn? 
manner, the InstnnnentaHtiy of the ‘Fuoid also deep, not bring In i(-s own 
“case-ending (that of the Instrumcutal) [and the reason for (bis is tluM; 
“the elToct, in tho .shape of the indication of the Tiumbor f»f the KCirakn., 
has been already brought about, just like the Norninative, by tin* 
■V/;?/idiYmd and the Verbal Ajfox], In the same rnanvior, in the seutcnco 
Mali pctcati ' the containing-charaeter of the stAdh: ((jooking pot) does 
“not bring in the Locative ending ; in the i^enioncii" tanffaldh ^ the 

objective charjicter of the ‘ llico ’ doe.s not bring in the Accusative 
“ending; in the sentence Kiif*ul ah pa cati^ tlie character of ibe " K%ti;i'dV 
“ (granary ) of being the .source from which the rice is got, doe.s not bring 
‘‘in the Ablative ernling and in tho senkmco ‘ puraa/aV ti»e 
“ fact of the Brahmawis being the reidpients of the cooked rice docs not 
“ bi'ing iu IkiO Dative ending. In all these cases, it i.s only tlu? eapahility that 
“ serves ns tlic rea.son for the appearance of the particular case-endings." 

Hut this i.s by no mcaius possible : becunse in ail tbe .sciences ciiod, 
all in on recog iiise tin- nouns as Nominatives. 

Says the U}dioldcr of the explanation iu (piestion : “In tl»e sentences 
“cited, Unu'c is no cognitiou of the Nominative; the cognition that we 
“ have is of the various kdrakas (the Objective, etc.) ; but this appears to 
“be tin? coguitiou ol the Nominative, bocau.se, on account, of the persist- 
“ing idea of the well-k.no'ivn cliaracfccr (»f tlie Nmuinative .signified by the 
“ Wrbal .\fnx. Licre i.'s’ an idea of all vhe noun^? in question being co- 
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•‘extensive with the said Nominative. But when ono cornos to careful ly 
‘ look into the matter, he can faliy distingiiisli the presence ot the several 
kdi'akaa. For instance, even, in a case whei-i? the ‘coo-king vessel’ is cog* 
‘■nised as tho Nominative (as in the sentence ^ dkali pacati* fune- 
•>tioning of tho vessel towards tho cooking is in no other way save in that. 
'S'>f containing the I’ice cooked, TJiat is to soy, Unit ftnictiou, which 
‘ it performs while serving as tho container of the J'icc’, is exactly tiie 
^•saino whiclt it performs while it is cognised as the Nominative. And 
' litMico it is far more reaspnable to aeco]>t it as simply s|)okci.i ol as 
'* Nomiufitive, while it i*eaiiy serves the [aupoBcs ol’ the aadaimr, 

“When, however, the NToiniuativ’^e is denoted by fb.e Lakarnf< (^tlm 
‘‘ con jiigati.ona.l forms), — iiiatsniuch as tliese foi*nis do no<- appeal* in 
‘‘connection with the Container {AdhiknrmhCy etc., --and lionce no ‘ co* 
“ e.\;t.ciisivcncss ’ (of tliese with the Noniijiativo ) woviid be p.'ssibic in 
‘ this case, —and ay tlio Verbal Affix would not dortoie t he Naynbec i[>er” 
*' tuining to the — one wmuid neimssarily ex{)cct tlnj a|>penjam;e of 

‘ the Locative ending, etc.; and hence it will have to he admitted that it 
“is only with a view to explain tho actual prcvsenco of the NoiainMti\e 
‘‘ending tin that we speak of the Ooniaiucr and tlie rest aw 

“having the character of the Nominative, signified by the verbal aHix. 

WiGM, liowever, the Nominative is not dcnof.ed by the conjugational 
“ forms, ( hat whitdi is meant to be spoken of aw l>eing related t.o the 
' number signilied by the Verbal Adix would be duly cogtiisod, even If if. 
'^did not bring in its special case -ending ; because it will have obtained 
“its result, and the Ending is only one such tajsiilt; while the oilier 
" karahas (f.o, tiiose that are not meant to bo spoken nf as connected vviih 
“the said number) would certainly bring in their res[>ective ease ondingw. 

“ Objection: • If such bo the case, then, inasmueli as all the karaka^i 
“would be isidicatable by the HkavanOj and eqinily ('apable fif being 
“ related to the number (donotcMl by the Verbal AfU.v), there could m’vor 
“be an appearance of tlie AccusMtive and otlicr case-endings.’ 

Re fly : This obje<M:ion does not ap{>ly to the case in question; 
“because, though the kdraka^, being indicated, in their forms, by the 
^\Bhnvand^ could not bring about their respeo<-ivo. case-endings for that 
“same purpose (of indicating tho.se forms), — yet the number .signitled by 
“tho Verbal Affix becomes fully utilised by being connected with any one 
“ of f he said Avimfcui) ; and hence for the sake of the othej* numbers (f.c. 

^ those belonging to the other knrakas)^ it would be necessary to nuike 
“ use of the other case-endings. 

'[OljeclioH: ^ That uicrnhcr alone, which is signi fieri liy the Verbal 
“ Aifix, would be equally related to all the Ki\rahi<! (atid hence the use 
‘ fd no case-eudings would be necessary)-’ * 



"E^ly.: How could, that «ttm6fir, l)eitig oue only, be related to all? 
“ If it did become connected with all of them, different lumbers would 
•‘have to appear (in’ regard to each Karaka), As for the possibility of! 
“ the various numbers being optional alternatives,— we accept it as nothing 
“undesirable for us. Because even tluH option would be limited by 
“ actual usage ; and the assumption could not be carried on just as one 
“ might happen to wish at the time of using the word. Consequently, it 
“ must be admitted that it is the word that has been used, at the very 
“ outset, with the Nominative case-ending, which is meant to be spoken of 
“ as connected with the Number denoted by the Verbal Affix ; and hence 
‘ the other words would stand in need of the case* endings belonging to 
“ the several iTdrtf to. 

** Ohfection : * But in a case where the number denoted by the Verbal 

“ Affix is the Plural^ inasmuch as there would be enough nunibei-s to be 
“ connected with every one of the Kdrakas^-^theve would bo no iiecessitv, 
“ in this case of the case-endings pertaining to these Karakas,' 

Reply : This also is quite acceptable to us, — in a case where all 
“ tlie ifaru to ai'e spoken of as equally related (to the Verb), as in the 
“ case of the sentence ^ Kdsthddmi pacanti* (where every one of the 
* Kil»thcidV is similarly related to the action of cooking). When however, 
“the Verbal Affix denotes the Plural Number pertaining to the Nomi- 
“ native only,— while the other Karakas are directly spoken of as mere 
“subsidiaries, — then, inasmuch as, on account of the fact of the Nomi- 
“ native being the first to be mentioned, and also of its being the predomi- 
“nant factor, the Number would be connected with the Nominative, — and 
“as there would be no reason for passing over this Nominative,— the 
“ Number could not betake itself to the other Karakas; consequently it 
“ becomes wholly swallowed up in the Nominative ; and as for the Num- 
bers of the iirtrato, they are expressed by their own respective case- 
mendings. 

^^OhjecHon: /If such be the case, then in all cases, the Number 
“ denoted by the Verbal Affix would never pass oyer the Nominative ; and 
“ in that case, how could we have the expression StMll pacati (where we 
, the Number signified by the Verbal Affix betaking itself to the 
“ Oontainer (of the Eice) ? ’ 

In reply to the above, we put the question ; — Which of the following 
■Vyt wo alternatives is more reasonable to accept,'-^whether that the Num- 
“ ber (denoted by the Verbal Affix in SthSli pacah* *), iov some reason of 
‘M other, passes over the Nominaiiyej and betakes itself to the Oontapn^T f 
“ or that the expression act^ of the ' -Siftdfe/ itself as having 

“ the chameter of Nominative^ which ia, by itself, Capable 
^ ^-^yrelaf^d^tOythe ■!" 
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cati be no question as to the latter alternative being the moi^ 
‘ reasonable of the two,— namely, that the * SthHi^ is meant t(f be spoken 
as possessing the character of the Nominative. Because wo do not 
•‘find aiy reason, by which the principal factor (the Nominative) should 
he passed over (by the Number in question) ; and as for the Nominative 
‘character being meant by any person to be expressed, there can be 
' iiothihg objectionable in that. As a matter of fact, we find that where- 
V ever two meanings are possible, it is only inght that we should desire 
“ the one or the other to be conveyed by the word ; and in the case iti 
“ question, we find that, all the are endowed with the character of 

• tlie Nominative, with regard to their own respective functions; specially 
“ as the diversity of the K^raJcas, with regard to the principal Verb, 

• could not be possible, if they were wholly devoid of the Nominative 
‘• character, in regard to their own respective functions. Consequently, 

‘ it is only I'ight that this Nominative character should be accepted as 

that which is desired to be spoken of (by means of the word ^ 8 thnli 
“ and as such the Verb (‘paca^/*) cannot be taken as denoting the num- 
'vbers pertaining to the other Karahis. 

Thus then, the same reason would also apply to the case where the 
“ Verbal Affix denotes the number of the Objective (e.g. in the sentence 
'\\tandvXah pacyatB *) [t.e. in this the Eice is endowed with the character 
“of the Nominative], But the same reason does not apply to the other 
“ KdraJeas (besides the Objective and the Nominative) ; and as such there 
“ is a distinct limit to the application of the said reasoning. 

/‘And thus, the ^ anahhihita' -rules would be explained as follows: — 
“ ‘ When we have the singleness, duality or plurality, of the Objective not 
** mentioned, (then we have the Accusative Ending), etc., etc,, etc/ The 
“ qualification ‘ not^expressed ’ (‘ amhhihita*) could rightly bo applied to 
‘ that alone with reference to which we find tlic case-endings laid down ; 
“ and it cannot be applied to the qualification of this latter. Because no 
“qualifications could appl>’ to that which is the subordinate factor (t,e, 
Ktirahas). As a matter of fact we find that * singleness y&n A the 
“ rest ate what are a as such, being the predominant factor, 

“ brook the copneotion of any other qualification. It is for this 

“ rekfion that we have a declaration, in connection with jpomponnds, tn the 
“ effect that--“‘ even if the Primary faefor be wanting in certain elements, 
“ it Can form a compound/ Consequently the sutra V a?iahhzhiti * {PAnint 
“ll-i^iii-^l) must be explained as ‘when the singleness, etc. are not 

i accordance with this interpretation, we wotild have the 
Acxiuaatiye Bndin in both woiids, in the expressiop. ‘ Krta^t hafah ' ; ns in 
^ thd fngipmss ot the Objective ‘ not-expresSed; It 
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might be argued that inasmuch as the is expressed by’ 

Nominative Ending, there could be no Accusative Euding (‘ non-expi^$, 
sion’ being the necesstny condition for the appearance of this latter). But 
this is scarcely correct ; because the possibility of the appearance of the. 
Accusative Ending precedes that of the Nominative. ^ : 

Then ngain, in the seidence * /fa/am fearoft 6Af^mamttdflram darj^rin^ 
yam,' the number of the Objective having been ‘ expressed ’ by the Accu- 
sative Ending in "Katam* we could not have that ending in the other 
words (‘ B/if. met’ etc.). 

ObjecHm : “ The same might be urged against one wlio holds that 

■* the Accusative and other endings denote the objective, etc. (because in 
“that case also, as the objective character will have been expressed by the 
“ Accusative in " Icaiam* the same affix could not appear in connection 
“ with the other words).” 

Beply : Not so ; because he takes ' anahhihite' as a preclusive sutra^ 
meaning that * when the objective etc. are not expressed by Verbal Affixes, 
or Nominal Affixes, or Compounds*; and in the case in question the Accusa- 
tive in is not included in any of these three ; and as such the 

objective character expressed by it could not preclude itself from the 
other words. 

Objection: “ For me also, the sHtfa would serve the purposes of the 
said preclusion." 

Reply : This could have been possible, if the number were deuotable 
by the A'fi and other affixes also {i.e. the affixes other than the Verbal 
and the Nominal). As a matter of fact, liowever, wo do not find any such 
Affixes, either laid down to be expressive of the number, or actuary 
expressing it, in any sentence. Consequently it is the Verbal conjuga- 
tional Affix only that can be accepted to be expressive of number (the Nomi- 
nal Affixes and Compounds not expressing the Number by thernselves). 
As for the Objective, etc,, on the other hand, they are expressed by all 
{t,e. the Verbal Affix, the Nominal and^Krt Affixes, etc., etc.) ; and this 
(ionstitutes a great diffierence between the denotation of Number that, 
of the OhjecHve^ etc. And hence it is quite possible for the Acousatm^ 
Ending to appear in connection with such (fcr^) words as ^ kttu ' lpdcaka,' 
and the like. Consequently another explanation must be given (in regard J 
^particularly to thV sentence ‘ 

And the only explanation that is possible is as follows 

J ’ also, the Ohjeditje ohai^^ter is expiressed 

by the * kta affix (in Mcrtq^ 5 and bn this obaiuoter haying bbeti ®X' 

. pressed, ths mere could Ant the Accusative Ending 

■ ) {and hence theie .cfmld any Aqtmsative Ending 
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" one for wbom the Kdtrakas, the Objective, and the rest, are denoted 

the Verbal Affix),— for him who regards the etc. 

(Objective, etc.) to be denoted by it, — tlie fact of 
must bo taken as qualifying the 
ObjsMvf other iToroftas ; the meaning of the suiraB being — that 

‘ the Objective is not-^pressed we have the Accusative,’ or that ‘ we^ 
have the Accusative Ending in connection with the singleness^ etc. that 
reside in the Objective that is not expressed,^ 

Though the Objective and other Karakas are the subordinate factors, 
yet they become connected with qualihcatious. It is only wdien the 
subordinate factor forms part of a compound that it does not remain 
capable of any relationship with words outside the compound ; when, 
however^ it appears as a distinct part of the sentence, — as in the sentence 
^^kddhOfSya rctjna^ purumh' — we do find the subordinate " Bdja' being 
actually related to t!ie qualification ^Bddha* (Rich). This is what 
would constitute the difference between a compound and a sentence. As 
for the Objective, etc. we find them appearing in sentences; and hence 
even though they be the subordinate factors, yet they are capable of 
being qualified by the conditional * rtot-expressed ^ with regard to their 
own respective case-endings. 

Objection : ** If such be the case, then, in the sentence ^pacati J)Bva- 
“drtt^aA,* we should have the Instrumental -Nominative ending for the 
/•expression of the Number of the Nominative, which is not •expressed. It 
“cannot be argued that, ‘on account of the Number having been already 
“ included in tiie denotation (of the word ^ pamti '), it would not be neces- 
“ sary to have the Instrumental endijig.’ Because this reasoning would 
’‘nbt be compatible with the case of the words ^bhtsmaw' etc. (in the 
“ sentence ‘ Katankaroti hhism'iinudtirani^ etc.*)^ where it has been shown 
“that even thougii the Objective has been signified by the Accusative in 
■^\kiitam' yet we have it also along with tfie other words {'hhtsmam^ 
“and the rest). If the Instrumental Bfidiug would not appear, for the 
■Vmere reason of the Instrumentality having been already indicated, 
‘‘ tbeii, i tiasmuch as the N umber signified by the N omi native Ending 
‘‘ would : also have been already indicated, there should be no appear- 
“anqe of the Nominative En might be argued that ‘fcheNomi- 

‘‘native/Bn^ would appear, simply because the mere basic Noun 
‘‘ could u6j[[ b® used by i|^elf ( without a case-ending)/ Bat this could not 
‘‘ te; be;^ in that case what wo would have would be the In- 
/‘strumenalTNominative, which is the c^e-ending laid down as per- 
■ ■ tainiiig to ihe Nominative agen^ not the mere Nocfiinative End- 

v The ahpma*!^^ through 
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any Reasonings, but through. Verbal authority ; and a Reasoning thaWa 
contradictory to Yerbal authority is not capable of doing atiytbing. 

For these reasons the word * anahhihite' (in the siiitra^ P&nzfii II- — iii — 
1) must be taken in its secondary sense, indicating the fact of not being cog^ 
nised in a particular forn- Thus then, in the words ^j^acatV and *pacyate,\ 
we find that, on account of their paying special regard to the relationship 
of Nuinher^ we do cognise the Nominative and the Objective respectively, 
ill their particular forms, and as such they do not take %hese case-endings 
Instrumental-Nominative in the case of 'the former word, and that of 
the Objective in that of the latter (as both those characters have been 
found to be ‘expressed’). As for the other KdraJcas howover they arc 
never cognised in the aforesaid particular form ; and as such they always 
bring up their resptctive case-endings. 

We have already expressed before how, though all are equally 
‘JTdmto,’ yet the BMmna (denoted by a Verb) indicates only two of 
them, the Nominative and the Objective, and the Number too (that is 
denoted by the Verbal Affix) is related to these only (and not to the 
others). 

It has been argued above that — “ in the case of such Impersonal forms 
“ as — *nBha hhujyatBt ^nBha paeyatB ^^ — we find that all that is denoted 
“ by the Verbs is the mere action of ^ eating^ or ‘ coohing* and there is no 
“indication of the Nominative or the Objective; and as such the Root- 
“ meaning and the cannot be accepted to be invariably concomi* 

“tant with these the Nominative and the Objective) ; and as such 
“the Bhavan^ cannot he regarded as necessarily indicative of them.” 

To this we make the following reply : Inasmuch as this non-concomi' 
tance (that you bring fprward) i*ests upon tlie word, it applies as much to 
our theory (of the Nominative being indicated by the BhUvanci) as to that 
of its being directly denoted (by the Verbal Affix) ; because the ?m)w- cow- 
cow if awce of the Denotative is as undesirable as that of the Indicative- 
That is to say, you have shown that in the case of Impersonal forms the 
Verb is found to be non-concomitant ( with the Nominative and the Objec- 
tive); and from this you have argued that it cannot be indicative of these 
latter. But, masmucH as the word (Verb) does not denote the Ohjeotive, 
we w^^^^ any de/»otabiveuess in the case of the sentence ^ pdanak 

l&cyatsj* Even though non-concomitant, if the Verb, in this latter case, 
were yet tb pei'fqrm the denotative function, by hej|^g aided by eome bth 
:^6foncy,T^the^ us also, it could similarly perform the functibu of 
indicating the same tiling And hence, just as for the VaiydkarM^^^ 
dl^tativem the Verb is cognised through such agen^ tlfe Tran- 
vsitiyb and Intransitive Vm*h,, the preson^^^^ of intermediate affixes other 
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; and hence the above taunt could not be reasonably 
y^ireoted/^gainstus/ ■ ■ '■ 

i- Otherwise, we find that the pai‘ti(3le ‘ #6 * (that we find in ^pacyatB ') 

- ^ the three forms of Verbs — the Active, the Passive and 

^pncyate^* and * hhilyatS^) ; and as for 
the; pai*tic^^^ common to all such forma, as that caused 

by the intermediate affix that due to the ‘TaAiV 

affix of the A/wawepa/ifa (‘ the *hjon* affix {hrsnilijat8) i con- 
sequently, the significatioii of the Nominative would be extremely doubt* 

; f(d, if it were to be denoted by the 

Por these reasons, both the theories, yours as well as mine, could be 
equally justified only in the way in which the denial of Concomitance and 
Non**concomitaiice has been refuted before, under the TadhhuMhikarana 
(t— i-r-‘25). But, in view of various other reasons shown above, adherence 
should be accorded to the theory that the Nominative is indicated (by the 
iikavand). 

Or, we may take the word ‘ anahJiihitB* in its direct denotative sense. 
Qmation : “ But, in that case, why should not w'e have the Instru- 

mental (Nominative) hi the sentence *? ” 

Anmer : Simply because its appearance has been negatived (<.e. 
precluded by the condition of being not-expressed). 

Question: “How has it been precluded ? ” 

Amwer : It has been precluded by the fact of the Nominative ha.ving 
been expressed by the V erbal A fiix. 

Question : “ As you now admit the fact of the Nominative heing 

“ denoted b 3 ^ the Verb, — wherefore should you have taken all the trouble 
“yoa have, to show that it is not so denoted ? 'V 

Answer: We did that for the vsake of (with reference to) ordinary 
parlance of the world, and for the Fcda,— and not for grammatical 
purposes. 

Question: “ Are the purposes of grammar something different from 
those of ordinary life and the Veda^ 

Answer : Certainly ; for instance, such technical words as ‘ Vrddhi ’ 
and * ’ are not found, either in ordinary parlance or in the Veda, to 

; dcupte and 

“ It may be possible for such tecliuical names and postu- 
you havP cited to be something unconnected with ordinary 
but that ennnot be said of the significations 6f Basic words 
ijfffisres ; because these latter that ar^ used in grammar, are not 
; V npart fi:^m ord^ 

such are tised, when we find such 5 
as ^ kahmni wlAre we meet with the 

'■'m 
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wmd used as signifying the Nominative and the Objective, while 

there is no sach word either in ordinary parlance or in the V 

Ohjectwn: “ It is only natural that the word * la ’ shonld he used for 
“ the ‘ '—the substitutes for ‘ la," i.e. the a£a3i;es ‘ " and the rest ; 

“as it is a general rnlo that the attributing of a certain 
“ original (I'.e. ‘ la’) is always for the sake of the substitute^ 

Beply: This is scarcely admissible ; (ij because in that case by 
taking tlie letter as signifying the substitutes, we have recourse to the 
indirect process of Indication ; ( 2) and it coulM be only an indirect Indica- 
tiveness that would pertain to the substitutes through the original. That 
is to say, though the word we hear is only ' la,* yet, we would take it as 
signifying the substitutes ; and this would involve a rejection of Direct 
Denotation. Then if the Objective and the rest also be said to form the 
denotations of the letter ‘ la,’ then, inasmuch as they are not actually 
denoted by it, they could not be recognised as so expressed, until the 
substitutes had been brought in. And yet, all this would bo quite contrary 
to reason. Thus then, it being absolutely necessary to assume a cer- 
tain unreasonable fact, it would be far better to assume that ‘la’ is the 
conventional technical name for the Nominative and the Objective; 
because what should be admitted as denotative of something with which 
it is invariably concomitant; for while in the condition of mere ‘la ’it 
could not denote anything, unless such deno tali veness were conventionally 
and technically attributed to it. And thus when vve come to consider the 
question,— as to whether the attributing of the paiticular signification 
to the letter ‘la,* by the suira ^lah harmani, etc,,' is done through the 
substitutes tip, etc*), for the sake of ordinary parlance and the Veda, or 
only for the sake of certain technical uses to which the name might be 
put in the grammatical works themselves,— we find that we can accept it 
as being for the sake of ordinary parlance and the Veda, only if it could 
he shown, by proper reasoning, that even in such parlance and the 
Veda, the Nominative and the Objective are actually denoted by the 
Verbal Affixes; and if this cannot be shown, then it mnat be regarded as 
being meant only as a technical nomenolatnro adopted for use in gram- 
matical works alone. We have already shown above that the name in 
qu^tion does not serve any purpof?e in cqhnection with ordiuaiy pariaiice 
fthd the Veda I aiui hence it must be admitted that it is only xneani for 
use in grammatical wprfcsv Thus then, the eehse pf the hntm 
comes to be : this ; . ‘ Fpt nie, lP6nipi\ the 
the Ohjehtiye ehopld bo taken ae denoted by the • V 
^ ^ueiliofi :! “ What is the usie of thft nommiclature, wlipii it is f pet 

Utilised in -Grdih^y-.parfi^ic^'i^d 

- /. Th^glf ; it nptynjKlise^via - tbesPt'^ 
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tis^f ttl in gm For instance, unless *fclio Nominative 

aud thit> Objective were accepted as to be denoted by tlie term * we 
could tiot i»ave the preclttsioa^^^^ the case-endings relating to these, by 
means of the conditipua 

the Nominative and the Objective are not 
• Actually denoted by th^ Affix, yet, inasmuch as in grammar itselft 

they a??® technically admitted to be so denoted, the case-endings, whoso 
appearance is conditioned by the Nominative and the Objective being ‘not 
expressed/ couW not coiiie in. And thus we have shown that there is no 
; ;dliance of the appearance of other .Kijra^a-atlixos (i.e. of the Instrumental, 
iu the expression ^pttca^^ 

Now, tliere remains the fifth syllogism brought forward by the Oppo- 
lient—viz : “ The Verbal Affixes are denotative of the Nominative and the 
Objective, because they signify their particular qualifications.” But this 
reasoning is found to be too wide, in view of such words as ‘ Qihi^apd * and 
the like. Because, we find that the word ‘ gih^apd * is not denotative of 
the classes, * ti’ee,* ‘ earthy,* ‘ substance,* ‘ entity,* ‘ cognisable,* and ‘ know- 
able, though ib is found to denote a particular phase of these, the class 
‘pinpajpfl.* And just as in this case (1) we find that the denotation of 
tile particular is not inconsistent with the non-denotation of the general, 
—(2) and as in the case of the Eye \ye find that its non-percepti veness of 
the generic fact of ‘ Impermanence,* is not inconsistent with its porcep- 
tion of — and (3) as according to you also, thougli the Verbal Affix 

does not denote the generic element of ‘ substance,* yet it denotes a particu- 
lar phase of it, in the shape of the ‘Nominative character,’— so exactly, 
in the same manner, even without the denotation of the Nominative itself 
■ (by the word *p«cali *) there would be nothing incongruous in the deriota* 
tion of its particular qualification (in the shape of Number). 

As tor the argument that — “ that which is indirectly indicated cannot 
: , Be with any qualifications ; and hence from the fact of the 

Npipinative bearing certain distinct relationships, we must conclude that 
it is directly denoted,” — ^this must be rejected at once ; simply because 
^ we find both of these facts actually occurring in experience, as shown 
: ujtider the (I— -30) and the Am^dhikarana {III — i 

argument becomes too wide, in view of such 
migdka^ gUo gnrugGaJ lu this sentence we 
property, and as such incapable of 
\migdha * (soft) and.the rest,— it is 
: • ^ tndi(iati$df by the words ‘ Mddhuro roBal^ * that is regarded 

^to-.ihese-p^operti(^^^^ ’ ■ can- novey 



TANTRA-ViKTI If A. ■/ApilJ': 

denote tlVo substance directly. Similarly, tbo, \ro often ;c6m«i;W 
sentences ns ' ApvasahusrBna m mushttam * The city 

by a thousand horses *), wherein yrhat are connected with the^ action 
of ‘ sackin^f ’ are not the ‘ horses,* bat the nder^ indicated by the word 
‘ horse.’ The mere fact of a certain particular indicated object not being 
oonneoted >vith qiiali{ications,“-‘as in the case of iSwoA;/% oiv in thafc^^^^^^ 
OoZour, -^cannot justify tfie assertion that such would be the case eyeryr ; 
.where. 

For those reasons, we conclude that the Nominative is notdzVec!% 
dcHoZed by the Verbal Affix. 

And thus, inasriiuch as (in the sentence ‘ nSnrtain vadBl') the Nona- 
native would not be directly denoted by the Verb, the connection of the 
Maimn Agent with the ‘telling oMies’ would not be directly expressed by 
the sentence ; and as such there would be no Direct Declaration to set 
aside the indications of the Context, to the effect that the Prohibition of 
‘ telling lies’ pertains to the Sacrifice — the Dar fa- Pm^amasa. 

There has been another argument to the effect that if the Prohibi* 
tion contained in the sentence pertained to the sacrifice, then, inasmuch 
as it would have been laid down by means of the one Collective Injnnc- 
tion of the Darga-Purmandsa, a separate Injunction for its sake (in tlie 
shape of the sentence * ndnrtum vadBt *) would be wholly useless. 

To this argument we make the following reply : So long as the 
‘telling of lies’ has not been touched by the Injunction, there is no use 
for it; and in the absence of such Use, the Hoot-meaning (of the word 
‘ vadBt ’) would not be recognized as belonging to the sacrifice. Tliat is to 
8ay,a Root-moaniug, devoid of the Injuncstion, becomes itself the object to 
be accomplished; and thus, not bein^ of any use to any other result (sucli 
as the Aparva of a sacnfice), it could not be taken up by the Procedure 
of the Darfa-PUruamUm and not being taken up by this, it could not be 
included in the Collective Iti junction of those sacrifices. 

Thus then, it must be admitted that the distinct Injunction serves, 
in the first instance, to point out, either directly or indirectly, the fact of 
the ‘Prohibition * being of use to the human agent ; and then, haying 
recourse to the instrumentality of that which is denoted by the verbal 
BiOpt, "-“and thus standing in need of something apart 'Trona that,^^^ M the 
’object to be accomplished, -^it comes to be recognized as related to the 

which a.re mentioned in close projnmity to th 
sentence in question, and as pbsidiary to the^e; Otherwise there^^^^W^ 
be a mutual inter-dependence : the subsidiary character being based upon: ’ 

^ Inj UTictipn , and tlie ; In j iinctidB hpoh th e subsi diiaiy : o baracter . ; 1 

^ the Injttuefioti of the snhsidtoy (^Pt^hibiHw^ 

\v|i^^,serv.e8:a’'distHmtiyn8^^^^^ ■ ft. :/./' : V 
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iPliUB tli% the vaiious factors of the. Iu]tthctiou ( ‘ vocif^r) 

{■ 1) The Woid \vadjBt * means that * a certain help should be accorded to 
the J)ixr^:a-PurnamM sacrifices by means of ‘ telling or speaking,' (2) The 
force of the word * anrta \ implies — * that which is to be done by speaking 
should be done by false speaking "i' (8) The prosei’ice of the negative ’ 

(* na’:) signifies — ‘ that tbo help should be accorded by false speaking is not ' 
And thus we find that the sense of the sentence as a whole turns out to be 
the Pfohihitipn of that falsity that is possible in the talking as done for the 
sake of the Bav^a-Purnamma ; and this leads us to the general rule— ‘We 
should avoid falsity in all the talking that is done for the sake of the sacri-, 
flees/ That is to say, when the Adhmnja priest has once said ‘ make the 
cakes of barley,’ ho should not contradict himself by saying later on-— ‘ the 
Wley will be of use in making the Sakin^ make the cake of the Viihi 
corn/ 

In showing this use of the Adhikara7ia, \hQ BhSshya says — ‘ Fn7/f- 
wayah sahhalpya na yavamayah pradByah and the word ! sahkulpya * indi- 
cates the sayings — because the action of snhkalpa (couveying of the 
offering) is always preceded by the saying of the words; or it may be 
taken to mean ‘ having, by his words, made the Adhvaryu priest to do the 
the word ^ sahkalpya' in this case being explained as formed- 
by two causative affixes. 

Says the Opponent : “ Whether the sentence in question be taken 
m descriptive of something laid down elsewhere, or as an Injunction, on 
“account of its connection being different, — in any case tlie factor in 
“ question — ‘should not toll lies’ — would be equally prest3nt ; and as such 
“ what is the use of the discussion as to wliether the sentence is descrip-: 
tive ov Injunctive^ 

Bephj v H the sentence were merely descriptive of what has been laid 
down in the Snirii^ then the Expiatory Bite would bo that which is laid 
down in the Smftis; while if it be InjunctivQy then, inasmuch as it 
wbuld ^ an Injunction contained in the Yajurveda^ the Expiatory Rite 
attendant upon its infringeinent would be one that is laid down hi that 
VedAi [And in this discrimination of the Expiatory Rite lies the use of 
AdMlcgrarui\. That is to say, if the sentence be merely descriptive, then 
^ {iuririg the Barga-Purnamasa also) would necessitate 

the perfoxmiance of that Expiatory Rite, which is laM down in the 
connection with j while if it were an Injunction, then 
M; it: occurs the itifringement during the sacrifice would 

!&Okn a di^acre|)ancy in Yajurveda 5 and henceibe Expiatory 

of libations! into the Anv^h^rya-r 
svdha ’ (whJcb the rite laid doWp; 
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in the Tajuryeda, as Expiatory of tying). As iov the 

woald hot know in which particular Veda it may have its origih, there 

would be no oortainty as to the Teda, in accordance wi^^^ 

Expiatory Rite should be performed. Thus then, even if we grant that 
the sentence in question (‘wiwrtflm uadat’) is the prigin of the Srnviti- 
Injimction (‘ as its meaning, as well as its infringement, 
will have been followed up by the the Expiatory Rite too would be 

that which is laid down in the Swi.r/iV. 

Ohjeciioni ‘‘ When we would be sure of the fact of the Smriti being 
“ based upon the sentence in question, which occurs in the Yajfurveda^ the ; 
.“Expiatory Rite performed would be that which is laid down in that 

Reply: It is not so; because the Rite laid down in the Yajurveda^ 
pertaimug to such sac/njicial fires as the Ahamnlya and the like, distinctly 
relates to such a performer as * laid the fire ’ (performed the Agnihotm) ; 
while the prohibition of Telling lies (contained in the Smfti) pertains to 
all men ; and as such Would relate also to one who has not performed the 
Agnihotra; and hence the latter would certainly stand in need of some 
other equally universally applicable expiatory rite laid down in the Smrti. 

^ And when this would be found out, — inasmuch as the occasion for the 
Rite would be the same, in the case of one who has performed the 
Agniholm\i well as one who h^is not performed it, the former also would 
perform the Rite that is laid down in the Smrti; so that there would 
be no performance of that, expiatory rite which is laid down in the Veda>. 

And further, itt the case of sacrifices, the Veda lays down distinct 
expiatory rites to be performed for discrepancy in any of the details of 
the sacrifice ; and hence when there would be no discrepancy in any of 
the sacrificial details, there would be no occasion for those rites. 

That is to say, in all such sentences as ^ yadfhto yajna Rrtimiydtj etc.^ 
we find that certain disci'epancies in connection with the Sa^fijice are 
laid down as occasions foi Expiatory Bites, The sentences however 
occur in the content of the Jyctkhfpma; and aS such would appear, by 
ponlext, to be related to that sacrifice ; but this Context wouid be super- 
seded by the superior authority of Syntactical Oounectiop, in accordance 
with the nor is there any re^on for the said sentences 

abandoniiag all connection with the sacrifices other than the^ 

And hence We conclu^^^ that even in the ease of ^ 
source in the particular Veda, is distinctly ti'aceabje, if these happen to 
■per^iri to certain qiiabfioations of the human ag^ntj then their iiifri 

could ^ lead to ttiU/pei^r^ of the expiatory rite, laid dowhdn 

■ theV<J.daV-.'- • ;-v- ’ ' •> >>;■..>>;>;■■■■■ ^ 

Oil ^jpiint of ayoidin the necessity of assuming-fi-rbs^^^^^ - 
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beoftttse ^ of the Context, tlie Purvapaksha stand- 

poin^^^ probihitions as that contained in the sentence in 

question belong to the human agmtt as connected with tho McnjSce,-— 'then 
the comBponding Siddhdnta be that they belong to tho sacrifice 

puMhj But in the case of both these theories, the expiatory rite 

attendant upon an infringement would be tliat which is laid down in the 

■ ^ for the Adhikaraiin 

thati the one note^ 

And in this case, the use of the diseassion would be this : In the case 
of the PwrvapoWtt, the Injunctions too would become relegated to the 

■ region of ' Purificatoiy Rites * ; and as such they would all pertain to the 
Yajamiina, exactly like the actions of the kind of Initiaiion. 

That is to say, in accordance with the Punjapaksha, M the sacrifices 
: 61 the Samit, etc. (as laid down in the sentences ‘ samulho yajati* c?bc., etc.), 
when performed in the course of other sacrifices, as also the Repetitious of 
the Hymns and Prayers (Stotras and Qastras), would, come to bo puri- 
ficatory of the human agetit ; and as such, they would all pertain to tlie 
YajamMay in accordance with AdMharam under Sutra JI f -viii—4. And 
in the case of the /Sam/f-saerifices, — as sacrifices, they consist of tho a(jtiou 
of offering certain materials, and as such, like tho Dikshaniyd (lnitiatoi‘y 
Sacrifice), they would, in any case, pertain to the Yajamdna; and hence 
even when there would be an increase in the number of YafamUnas, the 
sacrifice would be performed once only, as tending, in common, to the 
purification of all of them, — (with regard to these, there would not be 
much of a difference between the Purvapaksha and the Siddhmta). But, 
in the case of the Stotragastrafap^di (the Repetitions of the Hymns and 
Prayers), these could, like the actions of cleaning the teeth and the like, 
pertain to the Yajamana only, only after they had set aside the indications 
of the Names ‘ Audg&tra * and the like, which are quite capable of singling 
out the per/omcr of the action, while quite incapable of putting any 
restrictions upon the principal action; and then too, in the case of an 
increase in the number of Yajamttnas, they will have to be performed by 
, oach of them,— as, in this case there could bo no performance, applying in 
common to all of them, as laid down in the law ■ Yajamtlnavivrddhau 
sSdhUranu^ 

the case Prohibitions also, the elemeniof Injunction {i.e* the part 
vadsi- y be taken to mean * the telling of lies as helping the man 
= rolat^ to the sacrifice;’ then inasmuch as the Prohibitiq^ would be of this 
if ' as qualified hy falsitgi Ra meaning would come to be that—* whati- 
£^0^ ben declarations the Ydjamitm makes for hie own parifi<3a- 

; these there should be ho f alsityv either as tp any optional matters, 

, ^ ectual iqirina qf the u tteranee ; but ^her persons, the: 



Yajam^na alfto in othor cases, could speaK jnist as one lilce^ 
accordance with 

In accordance, on fclie other hand, with the SiddhSnta^y-ilkf^i the Pro. 
hibition pertains to. the mcnfice purely 

this : ‘ In whaterer speaking there is, in course of the sacrifice, to he done by 
i\\id Yaja'mnna or by the Priestsv all false utterances, that may he possible, 
should be completely eschewed/ because all these persons are equally 
connected with the sacrifice. And hence, just as when the Yajamd'm has 
once coiweyed by words the offering of tbc Barley-cake, he should not 
offer, in deed, that of the Vrihi corn, — so, in the snmo manner, when the 
Ad h vary 11 and other Pri<?st.s have once determined upon a certain course 
of action, they should not stnltify themselves by actually taking up 
another course, foi* the sake of ease and comfort, etc. Even in regard to 
those few actions that are done for the purification of the Jiuman agent, 
the would , be eschewed, on the ground of those actions also form- 
ing part of the Sncn/^ce. 

Ohjectmi : “As a matter of fact^ in the Prohibition, the human agent 
“is the subordinate factor; and as such his agency would bo conditioned 
“ by the name* A^dhvaryam* by which the Prohibition in question would 
“ betake itself to the Adhmryu priest only, exactly like the actions of the 
Pranit^pranayana iiud the like,'* 

Reply: True, it would betalce itself tliat way, if the sense of the 
prohibiiioii were something to be performed. As a matter of fact, it is of the 
nature of non-performance (i.e. not telling) ) and as such it does not stand 
in need of any parti(?ular Agent (for its performance). We find that the 
Prohibition, expressed hy Direct deolfiratiorty Ls connected with such condi- 
tions under which there may be a chance of what is prohibited being 
present; and as such it would betake itself to all such places, by its 
inherent capability; and in this it could nob be stopped by the very 
much inferior authority of the J?7awe (‘ Jdhrrirj/ava’). 

Objection: The Name could certainly restrict the Injunctive 

“ element in the sentence (‘vadSi’) ; and then, inasmuch as the Prohibition 
“also would follow in the wake of that Injunctipn, the latter too would 
/■■be -restricted; by that Name/* ; ■ 

Reply ; It is not so ; because it is only when the meaning, of the 
yrhole scriptural sentence has been cpmpletod, that there arises the 
: question as to by whom is to be performed that which <die sentence has 
laid down ; and it is only after; this that the use of the Kame, comes in 
■ indicating the perfortnor. And in t3\e case in qupstioii we find 
that the seim the sentence does not end wiilh * miist - ; boeause this.; 

serves the puVppgo of a mere refetehce t to in connection/ 

. with the be eouTey^Jj ani it is well j^own that that 
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Which is thus a mere reference is not qualified, eren by that which is 
directly declared, as we have proved under the GrahSdhikarana (III— i- 
M et teq.) y and under the circumstances it is all the more improbable for 
it to be qualified by tho Name, whose sole function lies in pointing out the' 
relationship of the particular porfomer of the action that is enjoined. 
Thus then, inosmuch as 'telling ’ is merely referred to, it cannot be taken 
a« qualified; (by the Name); while as for the Prohibition, that cannot be 
specified as belonging to any particular person. 

Thus the conclusion is that the present discussion serves useful pur- 
poses in all oases; and as such, there can be no doubt that we did right 
in taking up this inquiry. , 



ADHIKARAIs^A (5). 

[The actions relating to the ‘ yawnmg person Vshould find a place in the 

Context.] 

Sutra (M): They pertahi to the human ayent^ an 
■ **they are for his sake; and as siiehf like the Aluna^ 
‘‘(they should be taken apart from the Context).” 

In the foregoing AcJhikamnas^ we have dealt with the question of the 
contradiction, or non-contradiction, of Context by Direct Declaration. We 
now proceed to consider its contradiction, or otherwise, by Indicative 
Power and Syntactical Connection. 

In connection vvitli the Ji/oii«/##nia we find laid down the “ .Tfr//ia- 
snflm'* (Batiiing at a sacred place); and in connection with the Dart^a- 
PuTnamasa^ there is laid down the recitation of the mantra^ ‘ Mayi daksha- 
kratu^ etc.i* as to be done with each yawning. And on the question as to, 
for whose sake those actions are laid down, we can have all the alternatives 
that we had iu the NivitMhlkarana (III — ^iv— 1 at seq.). But out of 
these we picked out, in the foregoing Adhikaranay only three, as being 
more reasonable than tlio rest. These were— (I) that the action in ques- 
tion pertains to the Agent only, ^2) that it pertains to the Agent as con- 
nected with the sacrifice, and (3) that it pertains to the sacrifice only. 
And on the present occasion also we take up the same three alternative 
theories. 

The conolttsiou of the foregoing A pointing out, on the 
strength of the Context, that the actions in (jUGstipn pertnin to tlie 
sacnjicey — vve have, as against this, the following 

PCRVAPAKSHA. 

** Just as, disregarding the indications of the Context, the *4 was 
found to take*up the number ‘ twelve * III— iii— 15/16),-^ 

; in the .same manimi^ w'ould the two actions in question be taken up 
: “ by the human agent. 

as for the BttfA, inasmuch as it tends to the purification of 
the bod,y, it is its yeiy ca^bility, as periiaimhg to t^^^ human 

;^^agettt, As for tbq ' Bathing 
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“ iFiasfilttoli as the fcerm signifies that vYhich is easij of approachf it servos to 
‘‘ preclude all places that are difficult to bo got at ; and by this, they help 
the huniau agent, and not the sacrifice. As for the Smrti rule regarding 
“ the fact of the Bath always preceding the Breakfast, that too pertains to 
“the Agent alone, and makes the transcendental result following from 
“ that restriction, betake itself to him. Thus then, the specification of 
“ ’ also, being connected with the Bath, whose use lias been 

“definitely ascertained, comes to be regarded as pertaining to the human 
“agent. One use of this specification, — that the place of bathing being 
“such as is got at easily — is quite perceptible ; and even if it be necessary 
“ to assume certain transcendental results us fallowing from observing the 
“ rule of not bathing outside the river or tank, with water taken out of 
“ theni, which is not found to have any visible purpose, — wc iiud that that 
result too is distinctly laid down in the Veda itself, in the sentence 
*’*TirthaifnBva sajdtdnnm bhavati' (‘He becomes great among his rela- 
“tions,’} And certainly that which is so distinctly pointed out by 
“ Syniictical Coimection as related to the purpose of the human agent, 
“cannot be affected by the Context ; because of the Svitra III — iii—ll. 

“In the same manner, though the w^ord 'brfjiyiit' does not signify the 
“ Nominative agent, yet, the woi'd ^ janjhnhyamdna \ — being formed by ike 
affix, and the Sutra * Kartari krt' [Fanini) indubitably laying down 
“ the fact of the krt affix being denotative of the Nominative, — cannot but 
“ be taken as signifying a particular performing agent. And the mantra 
“ being mentioned in the same sentence with it, as connected with the 
“person thus pointed out, — it could not be taken up by the Context. 

Specially as we find a distinct result following from its connection with 
“the human agent;— the on© that is inentionecl in the text itself, ^prdnd- 
['pdndvdtmam diia^#i5,V which signifies to7ig life due to the control of the 
“ upper and lower breathing, 

“For these reasons, it must be admitted that the actions under con- 
“sideration pertain to the human agent (and not to the sacrifice).^' 

SIDDHANTA. 

( 16 ): But from the iiecuUarity of the Context ^ 
they tvould constitute the of one con-^ 

nected with iff'— Uke the substimc^^ 

Wo admit that the Actions pertain to the human agent; but we can 
accept the statement that they pertain to the agent, independently by 
himself, and as such they should bo taken apart from the Context. 

Becausev so iong as it is possible for two means of knowledge to be 
; “oOnciled, it is not proper to have one set aside b^ the other. »?pecially ^ 
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as, in the case in question, the mention, at a distance, of the result, does 
not constitute an actual (Declaration of Bes alts). In the 

case in question, we find that if the Actions in question are connected 
with the human agent only, the indications of the Context are set aside 
without any reason. 

Objection : “ The acceptance of the other alternative theory would 
** also mean tlie rejection of Indicative Power and Sjntactical Connection.” 

Reply ; True, these latter would bo rejected, only if we connected tlio 
actions with something other than the human agent. As a matter of 
fact, however, it is with the Agent as engaged in a sacnficc, that we hold 
the actions to be connected; and in this not a single means of knowledge 
is rejected. For if the ‘yawning person,* as well as the ‘ bathing person/ 
were taken as that indicated by the Context, — that would not be incom- 
patible, either with the sense of all the words of the two sentences («s 
pointed out by Synlactical Connection), or with the capability of things 
(as indicated by Indicative Power). 

Objection : “ The idea of the unspecified Person (the Agent by himself 
“ being related to the two actions), being based upon the superior authority 
“ (of Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection), could not be set aside 
“ by that of the specified Person (one who is engaged in the performance 
“of the sacrifico), which is based upon the inferior authority (of the 
“Context).’* 

Reply : The idea of the unspecified person cannot but be set aside 
(even by you) ; because the ignorant and the incapable persons could not 
be entitled to the actions in question (and so you cannot take all mm to 
be connected with the actions). 

Objection: “In the way that you suggest, the Context would come 
“ to be taken as the means of the necessary specification." 

Reply: It is not so; because in this case also, the Context remam.s 
only a compreJiendcr ; and it could not become the means of specifying the 
‘ yawning person ’ that forms the subject of the sentence. Nor do we find 
the functioning of the Context, in the matter of the said specification; 
because the ‘ How ' is always related to something other than the ‘ Thus.* 
One who, seeking for the person mentioned in the Context, obtains, from 
that source, tlie necessary specification of that person,— for him, 
the Context has ceased to function, there only arises a desire to find that 
person mentioned in the Context ; which, thus, does nob come to be the 
means of specification, 

Qmstim: “ How, then, do you get at the idea of the Person indi* 
“ cated by the Context? ^ 

Answer t Bvqii withoTit the Context serving as tlie Aiesms of specifica- 
tion, the j^i'osout case, get a idea of the Person indicaW 
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by tie Contest. Because just as the ' Prohshana- of the Vnhi com for 
ordinary purposes would bo wdiolly useless, so also would the actions in 
question be (if they pertained to an ordinary person) ; and hence for the 
«ake of their usefulness, they must be regarded as pertaining to the 
Person indicated % the Context. 

That is to say, the Vrihi corn, connected with the Proikshanay is not 
tijereby specialised by the Context ; but what happens is that in order to 
save it from becoming useless, and on nccouut of there being no reason for 
assuming an imperceptible result,— and lastly, because as an auxiliary to 
the sacrifice, it has to serve a distinct purpose,— wo accept the Yrihi 
inentioued in ilie Context (to be the one to which the Prokahana is to be 
applied). And in the same manner, in order to avoid the assumption of a 
distinct result, and in consideration of pimimity, we take that ‘yawning 
person* who is connected with the Context. And so long as this is pos- 
sible, there can he no grounds for the assumption of any other result. 

Objection \ “The result of the two actions in question is already 
“definitely ascertained, and has not got to be assumed, as we have already 
“ explained above.” 

Reply : It is true that you have explained it ; but the result is nev(‘r 
found to be mentioned by such words as are found in the sentences in 
question ; as their mention is always found to be accompanied by the word 
^ Kama ’ (‘desim \). Tliis is what is meant by the assertion—* we do not 
find any injunctive word liei’e ; * — ^tbe sense of this assertion must be taken 
as — * such words cannot serve the purpose of enjoining the results,^— as we 
shall explain later on. Otherwise, inasmuch as we have an actual Injunc- 
tive word in the shape of ‘ bruySt, it would not be quite true to assert the 
absence of the Injunctive word. Nor can the opponent be taunted with the 
fact of tlie word * dhatte ’ not being injunctive. Because in all cases, the 
factor of Result never forms the object of Injunction. Consequently the 
said sentence must bo taken in the manner just shown. Specially as we 
shall show under SiJLtra 17—111—1, that such sentences are Arthavadas \ 
and under iSwira IV — iii — 3, that the mention of the Result is only by 
means of such sentences as contain the word ^ Kdma ^ (‘ Desire *). 

Objection: ** We might accept the actions to he purificatory of the 
human agent By using the word * Somskdruy it is meant to show that 
“ we admit the fact of the actions in question pertaining to the human 
*■ ageht ; because an independent action, having a result of its own, could 
nbt be spoken of as * Saniskdra/ But we do not accept it to belong to mily 
that person who is performing the Barga^Purnamdsa sacrifices. That is to 
“ say^ the repetition of the Mantra ^mayi dakshakratu, e^c.-,V being recog- 
“ uised as belonging to the * yawning person,’ would be precluded from 
“such life, be&uso of the repetition 
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“ being of no use in ordinary life. But the person who would b© ‘ yawn* 
“ ing ’ during the Jyoihhtoma the other sacrifices, will take the Mantra^ 
“with as useful an effect as one connected with the Darga-PHriiimnQm ; 

and there would be nothing to preclude the Mantra fyonx these. Con* 
“sequently we take the it/a»^ra as peidaining fo the huikan agent entjay^l 
in any sacrifice. ” 

I’ho sense of the i*eply that is given to tlio above (by the BhSshya) is 
difficult to be grasped. It is this : There is no useful jpurjwse to be served 
hy his purificatim. Because, just as the Nivita has been found to have no 
connection with tlie duties of attending upon guests^ ctc.^ simply because of 
its not being mentioned by Direct Declaration, etc. (as related to those 
duties), — so, in the same manner, the repetition of the Mantra in question 
wouM, for the same reason, have no relationship with tlio other sacrifices. 

That is to say, if tlie Mantra wei e laid down as to be used every, 
where, and were precluded from the ordinary actions of the world, simply 
because it would serve no useful purpose with regard to those, then what 
you say would have been quite correct (i.e. it should have been related to 
nil sacrifices). As a matter of fact, it cannot be so precluded ; as the 
Injunctions that have once operated can never bo precluded by anything; 
and in all cases of preclusion, the preclusion is recognised from the very 
beginning ; and this preclusion is made in the following manner : Inas- 
much as, in accordance with Adhlhirana 'Dravyasankhrjahetusamuddyanca\ 
(VI — i— 11), tlie mention of the mere form of the ‘yavrning person’ 
would be useless, — Ihe word (yawning) should be tiiken 
as indicating the means to a certain Apurva ; and as a matter of fact, wo 
find that thi.s Indication would not be possible except tli rough the Context ; 
and as for the Context, we have no other available save that pertaining 
to the Apurva of the Dar(^.a-Purnamdsa, Consequently, it must be ad- 
mitted that the purification, involved in the repetition of the Mantra. 
pertains to that * yawning person’ who is engaged in the bringing about 
oi the JDarga-PUrnamilsa-ApUrva, 

The same may be said of the Bath (‘ ’) also, 

The above objection, as well as the reply to it, tlie Author of the 
-Si7^ra will himself explain, under the SHtras III— vii — 3 and 4. 

Then, it has been argued that, inasmuch as the Injunction of the 
Repetition of the would be included in the Collective Injanctiou 

of the Jparga^Pun^masa, that contained in the sentence in question Would 
be wholly useless. 

In r^eply fo this it is said that it is very mtioh more reasonable to 
take the sentence in question as mevely descriptive of the Injunction 
tained in the said CoU<jctiye Injanotiob, thau as the useless Iii junction of 
:.;a detail pertaining c’ ■ ' v'-- .V .■ 
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Ohjedic^i : “ The objection of the opponent is that what the Bhnslya 
tt has h^re dealt with is exactly the same as that dealt with in the preced- 
ing 4dftfitflraw«,---bTit the replies given on the two occasions arc mutually 
‘‘contradictory. For instance, on the former occasion, the explanation 
“l^ven was that it is only when a certain action has become subsidiary 
“ to another, that it comes to be taken up by the Collective Injunction of 
“the latter Action ; and until tbo former action has been enjoined, it does 
“not become subsidiary to any other action; while on the present occa- 
“ sion it is held that the sentence would not be an Injunction, but a mere 
“Descriptive Declaration. And in view of the contradictory character 

these two explanations vouchsafed by the Bhnshya^ we must consider 
“ which of these two is true and which is false. In view of what has been 
“ said on the previous occasion, it would seem that the former was the 
'** correct explanation; while the latter is put forth simply by way of 
“admitting the opponent's position (for the sake of argument). But it 
“ is possible to show that this latter is the correct view. Inasmuch as 
“there is a single Injunction that takes in all the subsidiaries coUsettvehj, 
“distinct Injunctions of them cannot but be said to be merely descriptive 
“declarations. That is to say, under the ^8 ft ^ra X— ‘viii— -16, it will be 
“ shown that, on account of all subsidiaries tending to fulfil a .single 
“purpose, there is a single collective Inj unction of all these; and this 
“ could be possible for only those that are laid down in the Collective 
“ Injanction ; because each of the distinct Inj unctions of these sub- 
“sidiariea operates separately. An Injunction is that by which a man i.s 
“ urged to activity ; and in the case of the Bhavanfl that pertains to the 
“principal as well as the subsidiary .sacrifices, the man is urged to 
“activity, all at once. Consequently, the distinct Injunctions must be 
“regarded as mere descriptive declarations.” 

To the above wo make the following reply: Both portions of tin; 
Bhashya are quite correct. Hewise the declarjUion contained in the 
former is not wrong, for the reason that isvgiven therein —viz., that until 
an Abtioii i.s enjoined, it cannot be subsidiary to another Action, specially 
M ii has been already explained that if we do not admit the Injunction, 
only that which is signified by the Verbal Root would come to be the 
object to be accomplished ; and as this would not serve any useful purpose, 
it could not be taken as snbsidiary to any other Action; consequently 
the sentence in question must be admitted to be an Injunction. It may 
alto bo taken as a mere descriptive declaration. Because the Action 
havi^ been ascertained, through the pto^ious Injunction, to be the sub- 
sidiary of a certain action^ up to the time that it is carried along to be 
taken up; by the pollective Injtinctipn of this latter Action^ it continues in 
ibe :positibn of the InjmiGtlon ;, »when, ho^^^^ ilt piice becomes taken up 
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by the said Collective Injunction, inasmuch as the activity of the Agent 
to\va)-dsthe Action would be accomplished by the mere fact of its forming 
the subsidiary of the other Action, its former Injunction would now come 
to be taken as a mere Descriptive Declaration. Thus then, we find that, 
inasmuch as, prior to being taken up by the Collective Injunction, its per- 
formance would not be possible, the sentence laying it down as a distinct 
sacrifice, is taken as an luyMWch'on ; while subsequent to that, as ils per- 
formance comes to be accomplished, through the Collective Injunction 
of the Action to which it is the subsidiary, the former Injunction comes 
to be taken as a mere Descriptive Declaration. Thus both the declarations 
of the Bhasliya are true, under different conditions. 

SUtra ( 16 ): It could be taken apart from the Context^ 
only through the mention of a particular charac- 
ter. 

In the case of tlie Alilna^ we' found that, it has no existence at all, in 
the Context; and hence the mention of ^ twelve^upasads' in the sentence, 
not being taken up by the Context, had to be taken apart from the 
Context, In the case in question, however, there is no such mention ; and 
hence the example of the Alifna cannot apply to the present case. ‘ 



ADHIKARANA (6). 

[The threatening, etc. pertain to the Human Agent], 

SUtra (17): In the ease of the Camyii (we would have to 
take it apart from the Context); because of the protecU 
t ton having been extended to all. 

The word ‘ ^amyu' is the name given to hll such prohibitions as those 
-pertaining to the Threatening of a Brdhinana, the striking of him and the 
shedding of his blood [that we hear of in the passage— DSva vat (^amyum 

Bdrhaspatyan abruvan havyanno vaha kirnmB prajayd iti; te 

* hruvan (1) yO BrahmannydvagurBt tam gatBna yntaydty (2) yo uihanB- 
tam sahasrSna; (3)2/0 lohikun karvat ydvatah praskandya pdngUn^ etc,^ etc.'] 
In connection with this also we have the same alternative theories as in 
the previous Adhiharana, But from among these, we pick out only two, 
taking the two connections into one; and these two alternatives are : — 
these Prohibitions pertain to the sacrifice, or to the Man only. 

And on this, we have the following 

PtrRVAPAKSHA. 

“ In accordance with all that has been said with regard to the Prolii- 
■‘^bition of Telling Lies, tlie Prohibitions in question must be taken as 
" pertaining to such Threatening^ etc. as are possible for the sake of the 
sacinfice. The possibility of these in course of the sacrifice may be 
“ explained thus : The Dar 9 a-Purnainasa sacrifices require the help 
“ of four Brahmahas ; and for winning their acquiescence one could 
have recourse to the four ordinary moans of Peaceful Request, Gifts, 
“ Division and Punishment; hut we find the Veda distinctly laying 
“ down that ^one should win their acquiescence by means of the AnvU^ 
“Mrya Gift* ; but it is possible that they might not bo won over by 
“ this Gift; and in that case one would be called upon to do all that he 
“ could to win it out of them ; and in this he could have recourse to the 
“four aforesaid means of subjugation* and hence as a punishment^ hii 
“ height coine to do the it is these latter that are 

“ prohibited by the sentencoJi in question ; the sense of these prohibitions 
“ should not be done ; one should have 

“ i^qurse to the other meana 

' 
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SIDDHANTA, 

To the above, we make the following reply t (1) Because the sen- 
tence points to the connection of all (Brahmanas) ; (2) because the results 
are distinctly mentioned ; and (3) because the boon of protection was 
granted to all of them we cannot connect the prohibition in question 
with the Context only. 

That is to say,—(l ) the word * ' (in the sentence * yo Brdhmmnya 

etc^) distinctly points to Man. Nor can the Prohibition in question be 
held to pertain to that Man who is connected with the Context \ because 
whiit the sentence speaks of is not a purificatory action, but only a Prohi- 
bition calculated to save man from falling into hell. And as the falling 
into hell pertains to the Man^'tiwd not to the sacrifice^ — and as the Prohibi- 
tion for saving from a trouble must pertain to one who is liable to that 
trouble, (the Prohibition, in the ease in question, cannot but pertain to the 
Matif and not to the Sacrifice), 

(2) We find the results mentioned, in the sentencos * gat$na yfitaynt, 
sahasrena yHtayiit, etc,* which means that the punishment that he would 
suffer would be a hundred, and a thousandfold ; or, inasmuch as the 
sentence does not speak of any particular object to which the numbers 
(‘hundred* and ‘thousand’) would apply, — and as we find the ^sainvat- 
Sara * (‘year*) mentioned later on, — we must take the sentence ‘ saha^rBm 
ydtayat * as meaning that ‘ he should undergo the punishment for a 
hundred years,* As for tlio result of the Prohibition, it connects itself by 
being merely expressed ; and it docs not stand in need of the word ‘ hUma,* 
as has been shown to be the case with the mention of the results of 
Injunctions; specially as no person ‘desires’ {hamayatB) that which has 
to be abandoned ; nor is there any other way of mentioning an undesir- 
able result f and hence its mention should be taken as duly accomplished 
by the word ^anuhhavBt * (‘ho should suffer*); and this word wc find 
present in the case in question. Though the BhUshya has explained the 
woi*d ‘ ydtayHt ’ as Injunctive, yet that cannot be quite relevant ; because 
the result spoken of is not meant to be enjoined. That which is desirable 
is not enjoined; while that which is not desirable can never call forth 
the activity of Man ; and as such the introduction of the Injunctive is 
wholly contrary to the nature of this latter. Consequently all that we cat» 
rightly assert is that the Prohibition is accomplished by the mere mention 
of the undesirable result, -that the undesirable result pertains to the 
Man, —and hence the Prohibition must also pertain to the Man (and not 
to the -sacrifice). 

j (3) Then again ive find, in ^e passa^ qiu)ted that Qamyu asks — 
'j* What wpttid happOir;^ liiy offsjpnhg if I offered the Bbaticnis^t^ 
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wbicli ahows that what he asked for was the protection of allhk offspring; 
aiid the Devae also answer— * As thou desirest/ And thus we find that 
^arayn made over flM BrShmanas to the protection of the gods; and the 
protection that the gods extended was to aU Brahmarm ; and hence these 
declarations become reconciled only by taking the Pinhibition to pertain 
to in getwral (and not to the sacrifiiy, or to the Mati connected with 
the samfiG^y 



ADHIK^RAINA (7). 

[The Prohibition of eonversing with a vvoman in her courses pertains to 

Man in general]. 

Sutra (18) : Inastnueh as the woman in her courses has 
been previously removed {trom the place of the sacrifice, 
the Prohibition cannot pertain to the sacrifice ; it 
pertain to Man in general). 

[In oounection with the Darga-Pur^a7)irfm we find the passage-^ 
^ inalavadvt^sasa na sairivadSt * ^ uosya anuamadyot*]. Though the latter 
seutenco occurs in a difioreut place, yet it has beeu quoted by theBhashya 
along witii the former, because it is to be utilised in the next Sutra^ by 
way of showing that it is for another purpose, ^ •malavadmm' is the 
woman in her courses ; and in regard to the Prohibition of conversing with 
hoi', we have three alternative theories ; — [ (1) It pertains to the sacrifice ; 
(2) it pertains to the Man as connected' with the saoritice ; and (H) it per- 
tains to the Man in general]. And on this we have the following 

PtTRXTAPAKSHA. 

“The Prohibition must be taken as pertaining to the words — ^'palni 
^^esha tS lokah^ etc ,* — that are addressed by the yajam&na to his wife, in 
“coarse of the Darga-Vurna7ndsa\ (1) because in this we have not got 
“either the word ^yat' (pointing to Man), or some such word as ^janjha- 
“ bhyamdna * ( which could indicate the relationship of Man) ; (2) because 
“the connershtg w as possible in connection with the sacrifice, as apart 
“fi’om it; and (3) because of all that has been said in connection with 
the Prohibition of the Telling of Lies.** 

;;SIDDHANTA. \ 

As against the above, w© make the folio w;ing observations ; All 
Pn>hibitions ail) only of such tilings occurrence there is a 

pcsfeibility^^ the possibility ^ mnvernng vo^ in the MonV and then 
inasmuch as the wCinan ih.fier eourses has already been x^mdt^ed 
place of sacrifice (hr accordance With the sentence ‘ 
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be inipnre ou day 0 should perform the suci ifice, after 

removing her from there there would be no possibility of any cmvers- 
ifig mth the woman in course of the sacrifice. Because, in accordance with 
the sentence just quoted, she having been moved away from all sacri- 
ficial performances, how could there be any cliance for the yajamdna coyi- 
versing with that woman, in coarse of the sacrifice ? As for tlie 3f<m in 
general, on the other hand, inasmuch as his ways would be independent 
(of all such restrictions as pertain to sacrifices), there is evciy possibility 
of his conversing with the woman; and in reference to him, tiie Proliibi- 
tiou would serve a distinctly useful purpose. 

Even if we have SmHi-rules prohibiting the said conversing, wo 
could take those as having their source in the sentence under (jonsidera- 
tion; and neither of them should bo taken as a mere descriptive declara- 
tion. 


Sutra ( 19 ): Also because of the prohibition of lijbter- 

co\irse. 


For the following reason also, the Prohibition must bo taken as 
pertaining to AZim 

It has been shown above (II— iii— 16) that all doubtful points aro 
settled by reference to a sentence abounding in the matter under con- 
sideration ; and in the case in question, we find that the phrase ‘ not leave 
intercourse with her ’ is distinctly meant to pertain to Man, 

That is to say, we have another Prohibition-r-* nasyH annamadydt^* 
yfhere * anna*— ahhyanj ana, which, from the subsequent ])ortiou of tbe 
seiitence, coraqs to be taken as meaning ‘Intercourse.* Among the Latas, 
also, we find tbe word ‘ ahhyanjana * synonymous with ‘ which 

is known to be synonymous with ‘Intercourse.* And we know full well 
that there could never be any possibility of this intercourse, during the 
performance of the sacrifice; while as regards the Man, there is always a 
possibility of the said intercourse. And we have already explained that 
the Prohibition can pertain only to one, for whom there is a possibility of 
that which is prohibited. And further, inasmuch as ^celibacy * is one of 
the necessary conditions imposed upon the sacrifioqr, there would never be 
any possibility of intez’course even for the sake of the Man himself, duriny 
performance of the sacrifice ; and hence the Prohibition could not 


pfertaih to the time of the sacrificial performance. 

: 0^ pass over the Context, and connect the Pro- 

hibitipii with Man in general ; nm\ hence in accoidance with the maxim 


^T(fi>sSmd,nyfiditareshu tathMjivam'^^^^^ must take i)\.o Ooimr sing also to 
belbi^g V: . ■ ■ ^ ■ 



ADHIKARAIJ^A (8). 

[The wearing of Gold, etc. pertains to the Man]. 

Siltrci ( 20 ): .Not mentioned in any 2n^rticular Context^ 
it must heXony to the Man ; becanse it differs from 
that mentioned in a particnlur Context. 

We now proceed to consider the question as to whether, or not, Direct 
Declaration, Indicative Power and Syntactical Connection, — not occur- 
ring in any particular Context, — come to a coalition with the Context. 

In regard to the sentence, ‘ TasmfJt suvarnam liiranyam hliftryam, 
diirvarno\sya bhrS^rvyo haJivaii ’ [and ‘ smUsasd hhimtamfam^ rUpainSva 
bibharH*], there arises the question as to whether the sentence lays down 
(exmlknce of colour) with reference to the wearing of gold 
during the performance of a sacrifice, and ^ ^obhamtva' {excellence) with 
reference to the wearing of cloth during the sacrifice, — or it only lays ’ 
down the qualified ivearing as pertaining to the Man in general. 

On this question, the Purvapaksha is this : — “ With a view to avoid a 
multiplicity of objects for the Injunctions, we must regard the sentences 
“as laying down the excellence of colour and excellence with reference to 
“the wearing of Oohl and Gloth respectively, during the performance of 
“ the sacrifice'^ 

SIDDHANTA. 

The Injunctions must be taken as pertaining to the Man in general*, 
because if the Injunction pertained only to the Gold and the Cloth, it 
would be absolutely useless ; while as for its connection with any parti- 
cular sacrifice, we do not find any ground for such relationship. 

The one purpose served by the mention of something in the Context 
of a particular sacrifice, is to point out the fact of its being related as the 
subsidifiry to that sacrifice; and under the circumstances, if even that, 
which is not mentioned in the Context of any particular sacrifice, were to 
be taken as subsidiary to that sacrifice, then there would be no use in 
anything being mentioned in a partiqular Context. But inasmuch as the 
Veda itself makes a distinction betweeii a thing being mentioned and not 
being meutioned in a particular Context, that those things 

that are not meutioufd in any particular must pertain to the 

Ma» in genemt 



im 


. WBAIUNG OF GOLO PERTAINS TO MAN. 

^ Objection: *^Not having a substance, it 
tvould be subsidiar if (to the sacrifice)/’ 

Says the opponent: “Even if the sentence in question be a quali^ 
fied Injunction, it could not but be subsidiary to the sacrifice; otherwise 
V it would be necessary to assume a distinct result in connection with the 
“Injunction in question/* 

Objection: ‘Its connection with the sacrifice too will have to be 
“ assumed/ ” 

“ Reply : True ; but this latter assumption would be fully authorised, 
“ Because when there arises the question, in l egard to an Action, as to 
“ the purpose served by it, it is another Action that turns up as the one to 
“be helped by it; and hence the connection of the Weanny w'ith the 
Sacrifice would be authorised ; but not so its connection with a Result, in 
“ the shape of Heaven, 

“ What we mean is this ; — Rfo other action, save Ydya, Ddna and 
“Jfowa, can ever be the principal action : and in tlie case in question w'c 
“ find none of these three actions, — as the senlorioe does not contain any 
“ word expressive of the Recipient of the offering^ gift, etc, ; and thus l)y its 
“very nature the action of tvearing would be a subsidiary, and that 
^ “ too to another action. 

“Or, it may be that tiie sentence mentions the wearing, and this 
“ action, by its very nature, is subsidiary to that which is worn. And as 
"my such thing, that would be worn in ordinary life, would not deserve 
“a purificatory rite, consequently, it must be admitted that the Injunc- 
“ tion in the sentences under consideration is of the wearing of that Gold 
“and Oloih which form the auxiliaries of a sacrifice. 

“ Or, inasmuch as such an Injunction would involve a multiplicity in 
“its objects, — and as, when it is possible, the Injunctive potency should, 
“perforce, be transferred to the Property, — we should take the sentence 
“as laying down the ^excellence of colour^ Q suvarnatd') with reference to 
“that wearing 0/ gold, which wo find laid down in many such sentences 
Hiranyam kastS hhavatif * Atha grknMi hiranyam hasW,^ 'Sampra- 
dtiya ehqdaginli siuvatB * and so forth ; and the other sentence also should 
“ be taken as laying down with reference to the the 

“ wearing whereof is laid down in the sentence ‘ V dsah paridhattV 

“ And thus we find that it is this I uj unction that forms the basis of 
“the definition of ^BVranya,* that is given in KalpasUtr as, as ‘ that 
which bears its natara! excellent colour/ Otherwise (if the clefini- 
pratfg&t ' were not explained as above, but 
“ only as ‘ that which bears its natural excellent colour ’), inasmuch as the 
;Vi;^qird ‘ jHTftVrtnya*^^ to the gold^ and silver (as both 
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'‘these metals retain tlioir * natural excellent colour*), it would be neces- 
“ sary to look out for another authority for applying the word to any one 
“of the two only. 

“ The expression ‘ adravijatvM * (in the Sutra) means that, we find 
“the sentence in question laying down, not a substance, but a particular 
“ property of it, and hence the Injunction herein contained should betake 
“ itself to that sacrifice Where we do have a Suhtance, 

“Though the Mds/iya has mentioned the ‘ Deity* also along witli 
“ ‘ Substance ’ (in the course of his explanation of the expression ‘ adravyat- 
yet, inasmuch as it is something wholly unconnected with the 
''Siilra, and hence most impro}>er. Specially as we have other actions 
“also,— -in the shape of Japa and the like,— which are neither Yaga, nor 
n<»r iloma, -and yet which are performed as pnnci[>al actions ; 

“ and hence there is no use of mentioning the Deity. 

SUtru (22) : Became of conneetion tvlth the Veda.^^ 

“ In case of the Wmrmj being subsidiary to the Sacrifice, we find that 
“ the name ^Adlwaryava^ serves the purpose of pointing out the use to which 
“it is to be put; while if the pertained to the Mm in general, 

thon the indication of that Name would be set aside. If the sentence be 
“taken as laying down ‘ excellence of colour* with reference to the QoUh 
“ — then, too, the said Name would be wholly inoperative ; because that 
“excellence of colour would be under the influence of cartainother 
“ Injunctions, and it would not be of the nature of actions, 

“ The word ^ V edasamyoga' (in the Sfitra) means the fact of both 
“ being equally Vedior, and hence, if some one were t^) argue that ‘ there is 
“a possibility of the wearing of the Gold and the Gloth in owlinary life 
“also, and hence the Injunction of the property (excellence of colour) 

“ could bo taken as I’eferrviig to the wearing met with in ordinary life,*— 
“this argument too would bo met by the said reason of ‘ VBdasamyoga' 

SUtra (23): Because the substaiiee is the prinelixil 

(in the sentenc^^^ 

“ pa the former occasion (Text, page 990), it has been said that the 
natiiraily possessed of the character of a purificatory action ) 
‘Wild now we proceed to show additional reasons for the same opinion : 

V* Becanse. of the mention of ike Objective character. Inasmuch as we flnd 
‘ the wowt ^ hicanyam* \yitli the Accusative Ending ‘ aw, and as the 
^ ^ speaks of the jpnrsencfi pf the Obiective, ^ Accusative Ending (h* 

;to be simito to ibat 

^ V But m tl^case in qu^tip^ we find that the " 
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* pressodt ($»ttd oot ■ not~expr^$sed *— * anabhihita*) by the Krt affix ( in 
' ; and as such the Accasative that we see in nUrdnyam * we 

“ must take, not in the sense of the O6yeotii?^, bat in that of the 
; * * affix in ' hharyam\y 

“ this, is what is meant by the expression ‘ dravijnparatvat ’ [* because the 
i^^ snhstante is the principal factor in the iSw/ra. That too is the reason 
“why the BhSshya has spoken of the * connection pf the sense of the Ob* 
^^jecHve* [the coaneciion of the Objective \ 

; Thus then the wearing, being of the nature of a purificatory «cf, 

“ rpust be taken as subsidiary to the sacrifice.’* 

SUtra (24): l^eply: But there would be a eotmeefion 
. or, with the Besult; just as in the ease of the presence 
(of words to that effect); and hence it is an Action,'^ 
as declared by Ai^ieayana. 

As a matter of fact, we find that the Action (oi wearing) is not con- 
nected, by a sentence, with any sacrifice. Because every sentence, that is 
not found to be mentioned in any particular Context, lays down a sub- 
sidiary, either by means of the connection of a sentence, or by that of on 
^^ itivariably concomitant Indicative Power, In the case in^ qut^gl.ion, 
however, we find that there is po connection of any sentence j nor is there 
aiiy such Indicative Power as is required ; because the wearing of gold is 
comtuou to both (ordinary life and the VBda), That wearing could have 
been specialised by the declaration of its performability ; but if that 
declaration be taken as serving the purposes of the said qualification, 
all its potency being spent up in that qualification, it would cease to bo 
injanotive. Consequently all that has the support of authority, is the 
mere relationship of the substance in question (i.e. gold). And as any 
purificatory action in connection with that would be wholly useless, we 
cannot accept the wearing to be such aii action. Nor could the 
' r0lat^^ of the purificatory action with the substance be held to bo 
. fine; to the fact of its tending to bring about a certain us tbe 

Ojf bringing about the ApUrva is pointed out by the Context. 

^ ' TKtis then, in accordaheo with tlie principle that—* when something 
, accomplished is spoken of along with that which has to be accomplished, 

. the former should be taken as helping in the accomplishment of the 

should be taken to mean that, * one 

should perform the aotibn otmaring withihe help of tlie (Jold,, and with . 
& the Cloth ' ^ And when we come to look ter; ihd o^ for such .. ' 

come to assume : a certain useful pn^OsA t^ it sery^^S 
I; Man ; specially. nothing:-, ihcotigrl^er JU ..an ■..;AotiOti?yj;;;:.- 
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being related to an Agent ibat is merely iinplied ( not directly men- 
tioned). I« the case of the wmd 'sui^sa^y however, we have the Man 
distinctly pointed oat as tho principal factor ;:«$ the word is VkBahuviihi 
compound, and in this compound the object other ilian those expressed by 
the oomponenT/ words is accepted as the principal factor the word 
m^nnSf M$ who wears ffood dothinp). 

Objection ; “ But in that case, it would be necessary to assume a 
“ result (as following from the w<?anngi).*’ 

Jlejply: That would not matter; because when it has been ascer- 
tained, in general terms, that the Action serves a useful purpose for the\ 
Man, the assumption of a particular I’esult becomes an easy matter. As 
for the appearance of ffeaven and the like, inasmuch as 4li at would bo 
an action, and based elsewhere (in the case of the Dar^a-Purnamdsa f.i.) 
upon the redu, — both the sentences would be equally capable of pointing 
to that (appearance); and hence there remains no chance for these sen- 
tences pointing to any particular sacrifice. V 

Then again, in fact we find the sentences themselves mentioning 
the results,— rin the shape of the ‘ dzerrarntt/ia ’ (^spoiling of the Visage) of 
the ^Bhrdtfvya * {Enemy), and the keeping up of one's oim beauty {Bupa- 
dMrana). Even though the sentences mentioning these results have the 
appearance of ArthanMa, yet inasmuch as they are not known to be sub- 
servient to any other Injunction, they can, as such, be taken as the 
Injunctions of Results,-^ as explained under IV— iii— 18. And 

all that we have got to do^ in the present case, is to assume the merely 
desiiubie character of that whose relationship with the Action is fully 
established, and then to take the Action as serving the purpose of 
accomplishing that result. If, on the other hand, we were to assume a 
result, we would have to assume everything, beginning from its connec- 
tion with the sacrifice onwards. Consequently, just as in the case of the 
presence of such words as ‘ desiring Heaven V and the like, so, in the sen- 
tences in question also, we have the connection of results * and as such 
containing qualified In junctions, these xnust be taken as laying down 
independent actions (of wearing the gold, md maring the chthi for the 
sake of Mati in gmeial), W e have rules also to the same effect :•**“ 
e.g. * One should not keep on himself worn-oiit and dirty elotluiigv ‘ Ho > 
shbalAhold a bamboo stick, and a pair of eav-rih^ of gold/ etc;> etc. 



ADHIKARANA (9i. 

[The Jays, etc. are sabsidiaries to Vedie Actions]. 

Siltra (25): They would be subsidiary to all actions ; 
, because of there behi(f no distinctiveness in the 
ContextJ^ V 

"We now proceed to consider the special relationships of such factors 
.^as have been ascertained, through Syntactical Connection, to be subsidiary 
to certain sacrifices. 

[We have the Injunction— karmann irtsSb iatm Jaydm jukuydt, 
•—‘One should perform the Jay a sacrifice, if one desires prosperity tern 
the action that he is performing.* And with regard to this, there arises 
the question as to whether this Jay& m to be performed along with all such 
actions — even those like agricultui al operations and the like, or only with 
those that are laid down in the ysda— e.g. the Agnihotra^ etc,]. 

And though the opponent is fully cognisant of the fact of the 
being connected with the sacrificial fire (the Ahavaniya), yet he thinks 
that this fire is introduced in to the JuyS, simply with a view to the Homas 
that constitute the principal class of actions; and hence finding the 
qualification of ‘that whereby one desires prosperity* applying also to 
such actions of ordinary life, as Agriculture, Service and the like, — he 
puts forward the following theory as the— 

PtlRVAPAKSHA, 

“ Tfc ./ajfd and other such-like sacrifices are subsidiary to all actions; 
the sense of the Injunction come's to be— ‘ Desiring prosperity by 
“ means of service, etc. one should perform the Jaya and other.efacrificesin 
/ the Ahavaniya Fire.’ Nor could it be argued that Service^ etc. do not 
"“ require this sacrificial Fire ; because the purpose served by the inentipn 
’ •-pf t^^ would be to preclude the possibility of the performance of 
y“ fche;J^ by those that have not /aid i Ae ; wWle as for thbs^^ who 

the JayAt even when going to per- 
ordit^ with their respective castes* : , 

^ T interpretation has the advantage of being in keeping: with the 
; ‘‘mdiCa question occurring apart froi^ 

: f S particttlip? aotipii i as such actions, not being direpUy 
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“ connected with atiy actxoii as their primary, would not necessirily be 
‘‘subservient to any suoli Primary. Nor would they abandon tshe modi* 
‘‘fioations for fear of there being needless repetitionv Speoially: m 
‘‘ case of Agriculture, etc. there being neft fear of any repetition, there 
“would be no abandoning of the modifications.*' 

SUtra (2&i : Being HomaSf they wauld he resM^ 

their performance; because of the connection of 
the Ahavardya Five.^ 

These and the like— -would be restricted in their 

performance ; tliat is to say, they would bo performed only in (ionnection 
with Tcdic actions/ Because there is always a cei'tain co-existence 
desirable for the Subsidiary and the Primary; and as a matter of 
fact, we find that there could be no such co-existence between the Juiyrt 
and the Agricultural operations, etc. As the tiUing (which is a part of 
these operations) would be done in the ground, and service at the king’s 
palace ; while as for the Jaz/d sacrifice, inasmuch as it is a Ifowa, and has 
no distinct substrate laul down for itself, it would always be done in the 
Ikamnlya Fire, And thus, if this latter were subsidiary to the for men,- 
then, there would be a difference in the positions of the two (the Sub- 
sidiary and the Primary) wi|ich cannot be allowable, without an express 
authoritative sanction to that efi’ect, and would create a discrepancy in 
the sacrifice itself . 

This discrepancy would be all the more unallowable, because there 
are cases where these sacrifices could be performed without such a discrep- 
ancy ; and consequently tliere is no Apparent Inconsistency which (50uld 
justify the unwarrantable difference of position refeiTed to. And 
know that when an action is performed in a way not sanctioned by the 
Scriptures, it does not bring about its proper results. Hence in order to 
make the sacrifice complete in all its details, the JayH should not be po^ 
fornied in connection with actions other than the Vedic,->-just in the same 
way as it cannot be performed by persons who have not laid Ihcfirey br by : 
those who are not learned in the Scriptures, or by such agents as do not 
belong to the human species, 

pyeefm : “ Tlie jAandufyu Pire might be carried over to the field, 
!‘ and the jayS ffewia (and thus there would be 

/“the desired co-existence of this sabsidiary if omo with the Primary,; 
v,*‘;AgncuUUral-0 

. ; Bepiy :: Kveh: then the not he in the same place; M 
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. eVen if we to carry the Pire to the field all that we would have 
Wotold i>e a c^^ degree of proximity between the two, and there would 
i not h© any identity of their positions ; specially as it is not possible for the 
Pire to be taken to every furrow^ and the Harm performed there. In fact, 
i eyeh if this were possible, it would not constitute an identity of position 
between the Howa and the etc. ♦ 

the Sutra) contains a reason,— the 
sense being,' ‘ because they are Somas^ they would be x*eatricted in their 
performance.* 

satru (27): They are subsidiary (to Vedic Sacrifices), 
because of the Name, 

For the following reason also, the JayU^ etc, are subsidiary to Vedic 
sacrifices: Because thus vrould they bo in keeping with the indications 
of the Name (‘ Idhvaryava ’ which is applied to the Chapter in which the 
Jaya is mentioned). As a matter of fact, we find that we have the 
Adhvaryu priest in the Darfa- Purnamdsa ; and bonce it is only when the 
Jaya^ etc. are pei'formed as subsidiary to this Darga-PUrnamUsa that they 
could have the Adhvaryu for their perfoi‘mer. In the Agricultural 
j4)perations, however, there are no priests ; and then too, in connection 
' with the JayS, etc., we have no separate injunctions regarding the appoint- 
ment of the sacrificial priests (apart from those of the Darga-Purnavidsa) ; 
conseipiently, if the Jaya, etc. belonged to the Agricultural Operations, etc., 
they would be wholly independent of the Barga-PurnamUsa \ and as such, 
they could not take up any details (in the shape of the Priests, etc.), out of 
those belonging to the other sacrifice (sncli as tlie Darga-PurnamUsa). 
And if an Adhvaryu priest were appointed independently, for pei*forniing 
the /ayd, then, in that case, this latter would not be performed by the 
same person as the Agricultural Operations; as these latter are not per- 
formed by the Adhvaryu priest. Thus then, we find that on account of the 
and also of the fact of such subsequent sentences 
.(occurring in connection with the Injunction of the /ay^ sacrifice), as ‘it 
ishouM be done by th^ have the JayS performed by the 

priest, which^ be possible only if it were performed as 

: subsidiary to such Vedic actions as the JDarQU’-FUrhamUsa and the like. 



ADHIKARAltJA (10). 

[The should be performed on the acceptance of the H^orsC'gift in 
connection with Vedic Sacrifices]. . 

Sutra (28): *iThe Ishti should he performed on the 
aeceptance of the ordinary Horse-^gift ; as it is-, 
^^this aceexdanee that would be sinful; while there 
tvould be no sinfulness attaching to that of the 
Vedic Horse^ffiftf which is enjoined in the Scriptures.” 

In connection with the discussion as to the relationship of the 
Primaries among the ordinary everyday actions, and those among the 
V'cdic actions, — we proceed to consider the case of those actions, with 
regal'd to which it is doubtful whether their prompting cause consists of 
some action of everyday life, or one ot those laid down in the Veda. 

[Tn coarse of the Injunction of the AgvapratigrahSsth we have the 
following passage, — ‘ Vamndv/i Siam grhn^ti yo* grant praUtjrhniiti ; ynmfo'nA 
gvfln praHyrhhiy^t tavato Vdrunan catmhhapdldn nirvapel.*] Hence we"^ 
find tliat the acceptance of the Horse^gift is the prompting cause of the 
Ishti in questiou, — as is shown by the word " yavatah. But there arises ii 
question, us to whether the performance of the Ishti is prompted, (I ) by 
the acceptance of any horse-gift, (2) or by that of horse-gift received 
in ordinary life, (3) or by that of the horse-gift received during a Vedic 
sacrifice. 

Question: What do you mean hy the ^acceptance of the ordinary 

Uprse^gifty and the ^ accepUince of the Vedie Horse-gift ' The sense of 
** this question is that the acceptance of the Horse-gift in ordinary life is 
‘‘ distinctly pix)hibi ted ; and in regard to the Vedic H6rse-gift also, we do 
“not find any such Injunction as that * it should be accepted * ; and conse- 
“ quputly there is no ‘ acceptance of Horse-gift ’ in either 

In answer to this, the jStW^^^^^i' siniply shows the forms of 
ceptahees {of the Horse<^gift) independently of Injuricfcions and Prohibit 
tions ; when Horse-gift is made alpart from any sacrifices, and accepted 
: sipiply as desirable by the i^cipientjT~^fchis acceptance iC what is called 
the Voi4inu^^^^ acceptauce of the * ; while when the made 

in connection with a sacrifice, itn a that of the V^edic 

■■■•Horse-gift, . • w’-' ■,■.■:■■■■. 

■ Vej^rd at idsue in the prc^ht the coi^nt 



***^7 sort of Horse-sacrifico is the 
prdrttptiog causa of the because of the InjuiKJtion of this sacrifice 
riot specify i«^ any particular Horse-gift, and also because of the im- 
■ ^ possibility of any qualifications for the subject of a proposition,-— we have, 
as agatot this, the Puriiafakska that— “ it is the acceptance of the ordi- 
nary Hprse*^^^ that is the prompting cause of the Ishfi’* 

Th^ Bhash j/ a however has taken no notice of the theory that * the acr 
ceptanoe of awj Horse-gift is the pi-ompting cause of the hliti and with 
a view to justify the use of the word (in the Silfm), it takes the 
^ swim as brought forward (by the opponent) against a previous statement 
of the SiddhUnta^ in the following words: Inasmuch as the Ishfi also is 
a Vedic action, and as it would not be desirable to assume a distinct 
result for it, we must admit that it is the acceptance of the Vedic Horse- 
y-gift that is the prompting cause of tbe Tshfi. Because when the enjoined 
consequential action (the Tshti) is a Vedic one, it indicates its prompting 
cause also to consist of a Vedic action ; and as all requirements would he 
fulfilled by this latter action, there would be no need of the hhfi being 
connected with any action of the ordinary world. Specially as any such 
connection would necessitate the assumption of a distinct result; while in 
the case of the Vedic Horse* gift, it would be an easy matter to assume 
I the fact of its helping in the sacrifice in connection with which it is 
? made. 

And against this representation of the SiddMnta^ we have the 
following— 

PffRVAPAKSHA. 

“ The Iskfi would be performed at the acceptance of the ordinary 
“Horse-gift. Because the acceptance that is declared to be the cause of 

■ ^ the Jbhti is that which and as a matter of fact we find that 

■ ■ sinfulness attaches only to the acceptance of the ordinary Horse-gift ; in 
“ the. ease of the Vedic Horse-gift, on the other hand, we do not recognise 

. '■ any sinfulness, as it is laid down in the Feda (and as such, cannot be 
vS'.^rifalV. 

• “TJiat is; to say, the sentence * praf^rAnSii yo*gvam 

: dW that the prompting cause of the Ishti is that 

: “ aopeptance of the Horse-gift whiek is sinful ; and it is this sinfulness that 
■^^^in r^rred to in the sentence. It this sinfulness were enjoined in this 
; sentence, then, perhaps, it could, pa the strength of this sentence, be^ 
; ** to the a-cqeptance of the Fedic Horse-gift also. As it 

however, it is not enjoined, as no results of actions (and sinfulness is 
“atwh Injunction. the son- 

- ifeepce action ; as an action that would be 
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‘^ enjoined could ne veiV result in anytMag sin Nor does the sentence 
“ prohibit the acceptance of the Horse-gift; as we do not find any mention 
“in it of that acceptance *, and also because it seryes the only purpose of 
“ pointing out the prompting cause of the IshiL Thus then, inasmhcU as 
“ there is ail absolute relationship been and ProhihittoVf the 

“sinfulness must be admitted only where there is Prolubition. Then as 
“a matter of fact, wo find that the Prohibition that we have is of the 
“acceptance of the ordmary Horse-gift, —e.g. in the sentences ‘no horses 
“ are to be given,’ * animals are to be received in gift as have two 

“ rows of teeth.’ 

Objection: ‘ The Prohibition in these sentences is found to be^ 
“applying in common to both kinds of Horse-gif fc, — the ordinary as well 
“as the Vedic.* 

^^ Beply: True, it appears to bo so ; and it is for this very reason 
“ that we take it as pertaining to the miinary Horse-gift; because the 
“ Vedic one forms the subject of nnotber distinct Injunction ; and as such 
“ it could not form the subject of a Prohibition. 

“ And for this reason, inasmuch as the Miti is mentioned along with 
“the said sinfulness^ the former would be taken as pertaining to tbo 
“ acceptance of the ordinary Horse-gift. 

Objection: ‘On account of the presence of the prompting cause, 
“ the acceptance of the Borse-gifi would form the subject oi the Proposition ; 
“ and as such could not be qualified by sinfulness ; and if the mention of 
“ sinfulness were taken as a mere eulogy of the Ishti that is laid down, 
“then the acceptance of even the Vedic Horse-gift would become the 
“ prompting cause of that 

“ Reply ; In the sentence in question, the sinfulness is not taken as the 
“ qualification ; but from the very nature of the Ishti which is performed 
“for the removal of the evil effects of sinfulness, we*infor the fact of its 
“ being subsidiary to the acceptance of the ordinary Horse-gift. 

That is to say, we do not take the sentence to mean — ‘ that accept* 
' **ance of the Horse-gift uihich is sinful ' ; all that we mean is that when 
“ We look for the prompting cause of the the sentence puts foiwvard 
“ the mere fact qf the acceptance of the Borse-gift iii general (Without any 
“ specifications ) . That is to Say,; when, we epme to look for the purpose 
“of the Bhflimifi of the paitioular we find that there is neither 

■ “proximity nor any need for kuch purposes as the Heaven, nor any 
: * “ aids to the Action,^and that the aforesaid sinfulness is in close proximity* 
■‘being spoken of in thh same seht^^ (as the in question) ; but 
the sinfulness by itself would be of no use in the Action, and as 
: *? such is incapable of being accepted by itself as the result aimed 
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-Uaid Injunction, ,t stands in need of the mention of its « removal,’ which 
. « would be useful for the man; und it is thus that the sinfulness comes to 
‘■^ connected with the Action (Ishti), as something to he remooed by it 
^ the noeds^of the action would be supplied by this one pni pnse 
r(they~fofsM^l«eO, we cannot rightly assume any other purpose 
for it. Thus then we come to the conclusion that the IskH is to be per. 
.‘■formed whore the result songht after is the removal of sinfulness, and 
& Removal only in a place where the sinfulness 
would >e present; and the sinfulness too w'onld be in accordance with 
“the Prohibition; and as a matter of fact, we find that the Prohibition 
‘‘pertains distinctly to the Acceptance of the OnUnary Horse-gift; and 
hence even without any qualification, from the very exigencies of the 
c] ““f®’ J** admitted that it is the aeceptance of the Ordinary Horse- 

, gift that IS the prompting cause of the Ish(i. This is what is meant by 
Oie declaration (in the Bhashya) tUt-The action eomists of the freeing 
front tse Uruna-tlltms ■, and this is possible only in the case of the ac- 
. ceptanco of the Ordinary Horse-gift. 

« C!- pointing oat the sinfulness, the BhSshya says as follows- 

^^^tnfulncssproeeedsfrom the aceeptanoe of the Horse-gift from the Ciidm or 
Jrom some other stnfulperson. (Question) The acceptance of the gift from 
^^ meh nnful persons even in the course of Vedic sacrifices ^mld he equally 

^ iZeceerer of the gift ; as it is^ it is perform^ by the Giver, 

‘ answer, the following objection has been raised : — 

^ this last answer would apply equally to the case of the ordinary 
Horse-gift; as even in this case, the Giver, the Qtidra f.i., would not be 
.^cnrringanysin (by the giving of the Horse); the.., as for the sin 

attaching to the Receiver, that would be exactly the same in both 
cases. 

“Gj * *2*^* O" **10 firround of the fshfi being performed by 

.. < „ ° cause of that Isltfi were said to be free from 

**‘'”*^** ***«'•« I*® 

BID attaching to the Receiver, due to his having received the gift from 
improper sources, or in letura for having officiateil at the sacrifice of 
'it . to its performance,— then, even in the case of 

. . the ordinaiy Horse-gift, even though there might be a distinct sin 

> ‘ from such improper sources as the Cadra 

door of the Giver; 

‘ also the pi-ompting cause of the Isk{i would be 

If, on the other hand, it be 

“ Sf ^ the action of the Receiver that is-^the prompting cause i 

and that his ^tou iii certainly sinful, —then the same could 
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‘be said of the Yedic Horse-gift also. Then if it bo assumed that, in the 
“ ‘ case of the Horse-gift it is to be performed hj tho Giver, while in 
“‘that of the Horse-gift, by the Receiver,-— it will be necessary 

‘‘ ‘ to show particular reasons for this distinction. 

“ * Then again, the sinfulness that we are cognisant of in the case in 
“ ‘ question distinctly appears to be that which follows from tho acceptance 
“ ‘ of the Horse gilt ; specially as the sinf ulness that would bo due to the 
“‘unclean character of the Giver, w^on Id apply equally to all Gifts; and 
“ ‘ in that case, any specification of tho gift as that of the Horse would be 
“ ‘ meaningless. That is to say, if the mere Receiver of gifts from unclean 
*“ sources were meant, he could not he specified as one who receives the gift of 
“ ‘ a horse ; because the unclean character of the source of the gift would 
“ * apply equally to all gifts (snd not to that of the Horse only). 

“ ‘ Thus then, inasmuch as we find the Bhasliya, in the first instance, 

“ ‘ speaking of the action of the Receiver^ and then latterly, of that of the 
“ ‘ Giver,— the whole thing would be unconnected (and irrelevant).* 

“ Some people offer the following explanation (on behalf of the 
“Bhashya): Irrespective of the SiddhcLnta of the next Adhiharana^ what 
“the BhGshya has here brought forward is the theory that the Ishti is to 
“ be performed by the Receiver of the gift ; as in ordinary life it is the 
“ acceptance of the Horse- gift that is prohibited, by such sentences as onev 
“ ‘ should not accept the gift of such animals as have two rows^of teeth* ; 

“ and under the circumstances, the receiving of such a gift from the ^udm 
“is all the more reprehensible. On the other hand, in connection with 
“ sacrifices, the receiving of such a gift is quite sllowable for the Priests 
“ (in view of such Vedic sentences as lay down the Horse as the sacri- 
“ficial gift), it might be argued that what such sentences lay down is 
“only the giving of the horse^ not its aocep^awce. But this would be most 
“improper; as the Injunction of the implies tliat of acceptance 
“inasmuch as the *gift' is not complete until the ownership of the 
“recipient has been fully established by his acceptance of the gift. And 
“ then again, in the case of all actions, the Injunction is accepted as rest- 
“ing in the completion of the action enjoined; and hence the Injuiaction 
“ ‘ should give the horse * must be accepted as signifying the renundation 
^^of me^s ownership in the thing given^ ssid the bringing about of the owner^ 

ship of another person ; and thus we find. that the very Injunction of the 
“ Oz/i involves that of the Acceptance also. And further, when we find 
“ t^t the Acceptance is made in the course of the Action, and is accom- 
“ panied by aiui other restrictions, ho^^ we believe that it is 

“ not poiiited out by tlie lujUnGiiou ? If tlie Acceptance itself were not 
‘‘ eii joined, then why should We haVe thq of its procedure (in the 
otcertaih etc 
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‘‘ th^ Vedii? Or, why should the neglect of any such details hare created 
**a«y discrepancy in the action of Acceptance itself ? 

“But the explanation that we have to offer is as follows: The sen- 
“tence— ‘one should give gifts to the Priests* — lays down the giving; 

“ while as for the aeceptancet as its possibility is already established by 
the covetousness of the Priest, and by the fact of its forming a part of 
“ his livelihood, --rthat does not form the object of Injunction, The ex- 
‘■pression ‘ should give ’ does not moan ‘should accept.* It might have 
“been taken as necessarily implied by it, if the Injunction of ‘giving* 

“ were absolutely impossible without that of the ‘ Accoptatice/ As a 
“matter of fact, however, we find that the needs of the Injunction of 
“‘giving* are fulfilled even by such acceptance as would bo dictated by 
; “ the inherent covetousness of the Priests ; and consequently, the former 
" “ Injunction itself could not necessarily imply that of the latter; specially 
“as even hundreds of Injunctions could not urge the Man to activity, in 
“the way that his covetousness would. Then again, even if tlie Tnjnne- 
, “tion pertained to the actual completion of the action enjoined (that of 
“ ‘ giving* f.i.), yet the creation of the owner Mp of mother person (which 
“is said to be the completion of the action of giving) would be the fane- 
“tion of the giver. We find that in such cases, thei’e are two distinct 
/ “functions, — one, that of the Receiver, consisting of the accep^aace ; and 
“another, that of the Giver, consisting of the waking over of the gift to the 
“ptnoR, and enabling him to accept it. And as a matter of fact, we find 
“that it is this latter that is enjoined, and not the former. Hence, just 
“as in the case of the Injunction of the Purchasing of Soma., we find 
“ that its selling (by the vendor), being possible by the mere covetousness 
“of this latter (for the object he would receive in exchange), does not form 
“ the object of the Injunction, nor does it form a part of the sacrifice (for 
“ which the Soma is purchased),— so, iu the same manner, in the case in 
“ question also, the Acceptance would neither be enjoined, nor form part of 
“ the Action (of giving). Then, as for the Injunction of the procedure to 
“ bo adopted in the acceptance of a gift,— that could be taken as being in 
“reference to such acceptance as is implied (and not directly 
“ the sense of the Injunction of the Procedure being— ‘ when one accepts a 
“gift as a means of livelihood, he should do it in such and such a manner.* 
Objection; ‘ If such be the case, then, inasmuch as the Acceptance 
“ Would only be for the sake of a certain end desirable by Man, the Mantra, 
“ etc.;also in connection therewith would come to be the same;* 

; ■fJBspZy; That would not matter much; because the idea that we 
“ obtain from the Context is that ‘ the gift that helps in the completion 
“of the sacrifice is such ^ ends in its acceptaoce in such and such a 
‘ manner^^ thas, even thpugh the Procedure^ be connected with the 
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Acceptaucfir H would really belong to the itselt’ ; and hence it. ig 

/‘this gzvm^ that sliQuld be taken as the object of Injunction. Such 
“ being the case, ihongh the >4cc«|>^a»c0 is not enjoined, yet, as regards 
“the gifts of the Oo?^, etc,, we have no j^rohMUon oi their acceptance, 
“ and hence there would be no sin attaching to the acceptance of such gifts. 
“As regards the acceptance of ike ^ift of the Horse however, inasmuch as 
“we have a distinct prohibition of if one should be found willing to 
“disobey the Prohibition and accept the gift of the horse,— him alone 
“ should the sacriiicer appoint as the Priest (to officiate at the sacrifice) in 
“which the sacrificial gift consists of the Horse. Just as in the case of a 

BrUhrnana-hiller performing the Agva^adha aacrilice,— dri accordance 
“ with the Injunction ^ Brahmahd* gva^nBdhJSna yajBta ,' — this Injunction 
“ would certainly pertain to such a Priest as would be willing, and covet- 
“ous enough, to officiate at the sacrifice of one who has ^fallen* (deep in 
“sin). But it cannot be believed that such officiatmy is enjoined by the 
“Apparent Inconsistency of tlie former Injunction (of the AgvamBdlia) . 
“In the same manner, in the case in question also, we cannot admit of 
“ there being any Injunction for the accepta^ice of the Horse-gift. Thus 
“ then, inasmuch as the sinfulness attaching to the acceptance would be 
“present ns much in case of the ordinai'y Horse gift, as in that of the 
“ Fedic one, the sinfulness could not be taken as specifying the occasion,* 
“ for the performance of the lehti. 

“ There is yet another explanation of the Bhdshya passnge in question ; 
“it is as follows: In the case of the ordinary Horse-gift, the Ishti would 
“ be performed by the Receiver ; while in that of the Vedio one, it would 
“be performed by the Giver; as in this latter, it forms part of the 
“ sacrifice that is being performed by the latter ; but as for the acceptanee, 
“it is sinful in both cases ; as in the former, it is actually prohibited, and 
“in the latter also it is not distinctly allowed (dr enjoined). But as for 
“ the it is actually enjoined in the case of the hitter. And thus 

“ the explanation given in the B ha shy a ietiie only one that is admissible. 

“ Or again, it may be that in both cases, the Ishfi is performed by 
“the- Giver. Then as for the yivtng^ we find that this, in ordinary Iife» 
“is distinctly prohibited, as will be-shown under the Dahshimdhiharam: 
“ where we find the declaration — ‘ Horses would have been very useful) if 
*Vtheir giving and wore not both prohibited ■ ; and in connection 

“ with tlie Vi^ajit saenfipe^ when one is said to give away all his property, 

tlvo Horse is not giyen, simply because its is prohibited. In the 

ol sacrifice however, We find it distinctly laid dow^i 
“ that the sacrificial gift should Ooni^ist of * a thousand horses,- and in 
“\cottneciiou with also^ the giving of otie horse is laid 

*■ dp^ as ppeeMarj. ; \nd as ■ regarida these two paAi*i>icular basest 
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” the genoral Pwliibition is set aside by these particular Injunctions ; and 
« hence such giving is not considered sinful And hence we conclude that 
• “ the has to be performed only by one who, in ordinary life, makes a gift 
of the horse, in the way of a friendly present and the like ; and also by 
*^ohe who the horse ; as in the case of selling also, we have the ele- 
*‘inent of renouncing one's own ownership a7id creatmg that of another', and 
^*as such it fulBIls all the conditions of the denotation of the Verb ‘to 
give.’ Nor do we accept that alone as ‘ gift * which is given for the sake 
“of an imperceptible result ; because it is after the character of the ‘gift* 
“has been established, that we come to ascertain whether it leads to a 
“ perceptible or an imperceptible result. Though the gift that brings aboiit 
“ a perceptible result (in the shape of the money that he receives for the 
“ thing sold) is spoken of by means of the word * selling * (and not * gift’), 
“yet there would be nothing inoongraoiis in the two woids (‘selling ’ and 
‘“gift'), of which the former is only a pai’fcicular form of the latter, 
“applying to the same action (of ^selling'). In ordinary experience also, 
“ We find that when a man has sold paddy, he says, ‘ I have given away the 
“paddy,* and he who has bought it, says, ‘ I have taken the paddy ’ ; and 
“ hence the selling also is a gift ; and as such the selling also of the horse 
“ would constitute the prompting cause of the Ishti* 

'^Objection'. ‘Inasmuch as we find the horse mentioned among the 
“ things that siiould be given as sacrificial gifts, such fer instance as 
“ Cloth, jEior>e, Land, etc., etc.,— we cannot believe the giving of the Horse 
“ to be sinful.’ 

“BepZy: The giving of the Horse would not bo sinful, in a case 
“where it is laid down as the object to be given. In the sentence that 
“ you speak of, we have only an enumeration of the things to be given, 
“and not an actual Injunction of the giving away of those things. Thus 
then, inasmuch as the enumeration stands in need of the Injunction of 
“ giving away, we must conclude that the said declaration of the Horse as 
“ an object of gif t pertains to that action in connection with which the 
Horse is specially enjoined as to be given away, while for the Cow and 
^^other things, that are not prohibited even in a general way, they might 
be admitted as gifts even in those cases where what is laid down is the 
“ mere ‘ jfmng ■ m 

: *■ For these reasons, we conclude that it is the acceptance of the 

tprdtniary tiorse-gift that is the prompting cause of the 

siddhanta. ’ :■■■■■.•. X'.'- 

(29): it is an 4rthuvadaf be0ause we do not 
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acceptance of the Horse-gift); Ishu 

should be taken as to be performed in eonneetUm 
with a sacrifice. 

If the Inhpi in question were meant to serve the purpose of removing 
the evil effects of an action, then, it might be taken as pertaining to the 
acceptance of the ordinary Hoi*se-gift. As a matter of fact, however, it 
is not meant tp serve that purpose. Because it is only when a certain 
evil effect has been cognised by some other means that a certain action 
can be held to be meant for the purpose of removing that effect; in the 
case in question, however, we find that the evil effect that is here spoken 
of does not exist. 

That is to say, when we find an evil effect mentioned in the sentence 
laying down a certain Action, we recognise that evil effect to be some- 
thing to be removed; in the case in question, however, we find that the 
evil effect that is mentioned is not cognised, by any means of knowledge, 
as existing in the case of the acceptance of the ordinary Horse-gift,— even 
though it is found to be prohibited; as we find that ‘ an attack of Dropsy » 
is the evil effect mentioned in connection with the action, by the word 
‘ Varum ^ ; but in none of the works on Medicine do we find the acceptance 
of the ordinary Horse^gift as the cause of that illness; nor do we find this^ 
to be its cause, either by Sense-perception or by Inference, or by any other 
nxeans of knowledge ; nor is it spoken of in the sentence — ‘ One should not 
give the horse,’ and * One should not accept the gift of the animal that 
has two rows of teeth ’ ; because the sentence says nothing as to the fact 
of the acceptance of the gift being the cause of *an attack of Dropsy’; 
specially as all that the sentence (enjoining the Ishfi) does is to lay down 
an action for the removal of that evil effect, which is merely referred to as 
already 6'xisting. As for the evil effect — in the shape of ‘fall into hell’ 

— that is assumed on the strength of the said Prohibition; it is not 
what is spoken of in the sentence in question ; because the sentence, which 
is in the form—- ‘Fara^io vdL Btam gff can never express the ‘fall 
into hell.’ 

If all evil effects be spoken of as ‘ Pnrwwa ’---that which ‘ covers » \ 
if vrnoH*) ; and hence an attack of this were spoken of as the effect (of 
the acceptance of the Horse-gift),-*— then, in that case, we would be aban- 
doning the well-known fact of the expression ''yaruna*gThUa'* meaning 
‘an attack of Dropsy.^ And further, if wo accepted the aforesaid ^cty mo-: ■ 
logical signification of the word ‘ FartHirt,’ as in the Case of 
the Vedic also, wo find a certain pain odnsequent upon the ; 

gmng aujay, m vX^o iu the wdfich entaib ot k^epmg ■ 

aud. feeding the horse, there would be an ‘ attack of Fuiv<»a ( pain ) ’ j ; and 
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bence the mere presence of the ‘ evil effect ' would not justify our taking 
the UHi fts pertaining to the case of the ordinary Horse-gift, as also to that 
of the FedtC: one. The brings forward the ;pain entailed in the 

though belonging to the Receiver,-— 
because it has not yet been proved that his action is not the cause for the 
t^hii (because the fact of the hhti being i)erformed by the giver will be 
proved in the next Adhikara^a). Or it may bo taken as said with refer- 
ence to the gi ver, who also, prior to his creating the ownei'ship of another, 
has got to undergo all the trouble of keeping and feeding the animal. And 
further, Bharma (Virtue) also is found to cover the .man, while he exists 
in the metempsychic current; as the body that ‘ covers* the Person is not 
made of sin alone. 

Consequently, whether we take the word ^ Varum in its etymo- 
logical sense, or in that which belongs to it as a complete whole, — in any 
case, the * evil effect* that it signifies cannot be cognised as belonging to the 
; acceptance of the Ordinary Horse-gift ; and hence there being no ^follow- 
ivg* of the principal effect, the Bentemce ^ yo'gvdn pratigchnnii, etc* must 
be taken as a mere Arthavt\da, 

And what this does is to eulogise, through metaphorical 
imposition, the event, described in the passage * Prajiipatirvarundya, etc,,* 
as holding good at the present time also,— the purport of the eulogy being 
this; (1) ‘ Just as Prajapati was attacked by Varuna (Dropsy), so also 
even at the present time, the same evil effect comes about whenever there 
is an acceptance of the Horse-gift; (2) just as for Prajapati, the Vdruni 
Ishti proved the means of freedom from that disease, so also, at the pre- 
sent time, is the same Inkfi known to be a means of freedom from the 
same; (3) consequently, just as being attacked by Dropsy Prajapati 
performed the Vdruni Ishfi for getting rid of that disease, so at the pre- 
sent time, one who happens to be attacked by the same disease should 
perform the same 

And then, inasmuch as we find no result mentioned in the sentence 
itself (as following from that Tshfi), we could assume either Heaven (in 
the case of the performance of Ishti, on the acceptance of the ordinary 
Horse-gift), or the aid accorded to a sacrifice (in the case of its perform- 
ance on the acceptance of the Vedic Horse-gif 0) to be its result. But we 
find that it is very much easier to assume its relationship with a sacrifice 
thari that. with any such thing as Heaven; as we find no reason for the 
pitiximity of this latfe^ we find its proximity to the 

Tedic Aotion (of sacrifice) established by the fact of its having the 
common character of being Fedic, as also by the Acceptance of the Horse- 
gift; It is the acceptance of the Vedic Horse-gift falling within the sacrifice, 
that is recognised to be the prompting cause of the Ishti } and as aucli it 



1400 


; TAHTRi^VlBf ttci. ' ' Atm. ] itt— iplpi jv~Apar.'' 


h, Z P (of which it forma part), which it iacltided 

m the Procedure occupjrmg the same place ae the said Mft'- and th! 
tliero being a mutual want, this would establish between thes^ twW 

slid".,/'" ““ ot Ita P™.,j „d'J 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the JsM’ Is tn 1,^, 
formed b, one who has accepted the Hoi.e-gift at a FeffsatiL 



ADHIKARANA (11). 

[The Varunt Ishfi is to be performed by the Giver of the Horse]. 

SiUrd ( 30 ) : “ It is not iaiil dawn (for the Giver) ; because 
**of the difference in the functions (of the Giver and 
the Receiver).” 

In regard to the Ishfi dealt with in the foregoing Atihikaram^ we now 
proceed to consider the question as to whether it is to bo performed by 
^lio of the Horse-gift or by the ffiver of it. 

. we have the sentence— ‘ &tc* 

—distinctly laying it down for the Becetver^ wherefore should there 
: arise aiiy such question P ’V 

} Reply : Because the 6eym?wwgr passage is found to begin with 
a sentence that points to the (?w;er,“-»i.e. the sentence ^ Prajcipattr 
Va/^UnWya, ek*—SLB we shall show later on. 

Questioti : “ Well, in that case* inasmuch as the rest of the sentence 
“ poiiits to the Qiver, the question sought to bo dealt with here will have 
“been fully settled by the Law enunciated in the Sutra I— iv— 29; and 
there would be no u.se of takihg up the present Adhikarana at all.” 

Reply : It is only a doubtful point that has been said in that sutra, 
as to be settM by the ‘rest of the sentence V {VakyagBsha) ; hut in the 
case til question, wo find that when tlio matter is definitely settled by the 
object of the Injunction itself,— what else is there that could be done by 
‘the rest of the sentence’ ? It is only when the object of the Injunction 
is doabtCul that there can be nothing incongruous in the doubt being 
settled by reference to the ‘rest of the Bentence/ In a case, on the other 
baudi where the object of the Injunction is definitely known, the superior 
^hthority of the In junction would justify us in rejecting the indicatioiiwS of 

in the case in question, wo find that the sentouce ‘ Prq/d- 
describes Prajapati as the (?zVer, and Varava as the 
of to then again, the sentence \8a svilm DBvatSm anaydt \ 

word ‘ ^ ihasfe as this word has 
c^ge-ending as in the previous 

is|h|©hcev and as; such to two" are coextensive ; and Ih’ajapati’s ‘own 
®|eit^u(‘ jS4?5 JD3i3!a0/) would been 

wentionedr m ike ; of the offering ; and PrajSpati^S 
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own self could not be ‘ hifl own Deityj- be^ fcbing had tbe 

inatuaUy contradicfco^^^ of the 

of these two willhaye to be taken as figumtive. Nor can^^t^^ 
as the Giver io PrajSpati i because that would involve a reversing of the 
case-endiugs (i.e, the Nominative in the Dative in 

; Varundyd would have to change places), C6naec[uently the sentence must 
be taken to mean that — ‘ .Prajapatiy having gi ven the horse, got to Fartt^i ; 
and thereby he hunt i.e. the skin of his stomach burst owing to Dropsy 
Oedema--* Ho saw tbe Oa^KsAfenpoia-sacrifice, and performed it ’—the 
word ‘ he ’ referring to Prajapati, it is he that is spoken of ns the Pei^spn 
■ that jD^’r/ormed the sacrifice j and not Farwna, as he has been previously 
.shown to be the Recipient of the offering; and certainly it is not possible 
for Varu^a to offer the sacrifice to hintself ; beoauscTthe offering that would 
be made to one’s self, would not be ‘given.’ And thus we find that the 
sense of the whole passage comes to be this— * Prajapati, having given the 
horse to Varupa, and thereby being attacked with Dropsy, got rid of that 
disease by performing the Ydrum Ishii ; consequently if one Should happen 
to make the gift of a horse, he should perform the same Mfi,’— which shows 
that the Ishfi has to be performed by the Giver. Then again, inasmuch 
as the accessories of a sacrifice are its subsidiaries, it is necessary that they 
should have the same performer as the Primary sacrifice; and in the case 
in question it is the Performer of the Primary sacrifice that is the owner 
and the 6rfrer of the Horse. 

Notwithstanding all this, however, inssmiich as w^ find the object of 
i^^Q Injunction {yyo'gvan praiigj'hniy it j etc.') and the Arthavada Prajd/patiky 
etc.') having contrary significations,— there should be no doubt as to which 
of these should be accepted (as it is well known that the Injunction is more 
authoritative than the Art/iav^da) ; and as such the law ofthe Nfltm l— 
iv— 29; and thus it would be necessary to accept the signification of one 
of these two and reject that of the other, And to this effect, it would Ixj 
necessary to consider the whole of the passage in question, from beginning 
to end (and reconcile the indications of its lira t portion with those of the 
last) ; and as this coulld not be done easily, it i#absolately necessary that s 
we should devote a distinct; AdAikarma to this question. 

And on this question, we Have the following— 

PtRtAPAKSHA. 

/ “Inasmuch as the its functioning upon rt? 

‘^object of the injiinction, it is subserviM purpose, and 
“ it, it would bo absolutely meaningless, -^and as the Inj uneti^piX: io ' 

, .’“.capable 



‘ ; to which is enjoined^ and not the Injunction of 

is ealogised, because of the needs of the eulogy being 
Injunction, -it must be admitted that, in accordance 
‘‘ with the law of the Sutra ^ angagumvirodhB ca tMarthyUV (XU— ii— 
‘125^)^^^ is the Arikavdda that should bo rejected as inadmissible. Spe- 
“ ci^lly as Arthavddas are always found to pei*tain to objects that have been 
^‘sabject^^to other means of knowledge and hence it is only proper that 
‘‘ tbj^e shottld^ b taken in their secondary (indirect) significations, and 
**h6t that which forms the object of a Direct Injunction. Because such 
“ Injunctions have for their object something that has riot been subject 
“to any other means of knowledge; and Os such an assumption, in the 
“ case of these, of any signification other than the direct one would be 
“ wholly unwaiTantable. For instance, we have already shown before that 

is Arthavddas — like ^ urgiidamharaft^ yddityo yUpah^^ etc.— that are 
“taken in their indirect figurative sense, and not any of the Injunctions ; 

“ and for this there could be no other reason except what we have just 
“ ppinj^d out. 

“tionsequently, even though the first portion of the passage — which 
“ is an Arthavdda—is Vi distinct eulogy of the action of the Giver, yet it 
“should be taken as indirectly (figuratively) applying to its correlative, 

“ the action of the JSecetr^r ; just as in the case of the, sentence ‘ dpo vai 
' (vide supra). 

“Thus then, on account of the two functions, of Giving mi Beceiving^ 

“ being wholly distinct and different, this action {Ishfi), that we find 
“ mentioned in connection with the Beerwr, we can never accept as laid 
“ down for the fiiW. 

“ The word ‘ ca * in the sutra should be taken as used in place of ‘ tu,' 

“ just as in the sentence * Kificeha hhavaiah, etc' 

“Or, the sw^ra may bo taken as — we do not believe the yajamdna to 
“ be laid down as the Performer of the MW. 

“Or it may mean— the action of the yuy’awdn® we cannot accept as 
■Hhp prompting cause of ^ - 

SIDDHANTA. ^ 

{31) : d» rtccown* 0/ hnOficaHoml it «hould haw 
P9 :Pei*so the 

(for the saerifice). ' . ■_ .. ’ ./ 

wpiald be pertqmed bj tbe ‘ Ittvija i.e, by the ^ 
'woird teiagespIiainM as ‘o or appoiator 

:: pnestei*^ may ;be. takea as applying to the 

by :Uhe t!ie Bro7M>0, 



as shown under the s0m III r^yii-* ahcV hehce th^ 

the yajamUna also may he spokeh of as the \Zrimjii ^ blfenng^i Or 

the siitra may be explained thus ; There heiiig a 'd^ 

the hhtx would be done by ihe yajainMm or the ifc, should pohclude 

it to belong to one, ynth whom it woul(i be pointed 

power to be connected* 

We now proceed to show bow the fact of the prompting cause of the 
hhti consisting of a certain fiiuctioniug of the yajaindna is pointed out by 
Indications, First of; all, we hold that there is one Indicative Force in the 
; shape of the capability of tlm Action itself ; and the second is that belongs 
ing to the sentence, and cognisable by looking closely into what precedes 
and follows it 

(1) It has been almost proved in the previous Adhikaram that the 
Ishfi is to bo performed by the Qiver oi the Horse, and when it is deHnitoly 
ascertained that the Ishfi is ^ subsidiary of that Sacrifice at which the 
Horse is given and accepted as the sacrificial gift,— then, in accordance 
with the Law, that * the Primary and its subsidiaries should all |)0 per- 
formed at the same place, and by tlve same person,’ ifc folio w'S that the Ishfi 
is to be performed by the same person that performs the said sacrifices ; 
and the person that performs is also the giver of the Horse-gift, in accord- 
ance with the siitra III— viii-~*I ; and hence there can bo no doiibt as to 
the fact that the should be performed by the Giver of the horse. 
There is a peculiar potentiality in the subsidiary, whereby it is only when 
it is performed by the same |>cr$on that perforins its Primary sacrifice, 
that it can help in the completipn of this latter,— which it can never do, 
if performed by another person. And hence, in the the duties that 
belong to the priests would bo performed by them, just as in tlie case of 
the Primary sacrifice ; while they could not perform that which beiongs 
to ih^ yajamSna, 

(2) Even though this is a fairly weU-established fact, yet, ihasmach; 
as some people might have doubts caused by eortain misconceptioh«i 
arising out of the ^j^areiit Contradiction of the firs t portion of the piis- 
sage by the subaequent portions, it is necessary to consider the present 
Adhikardnaf for the setting aside of those dpubts. And as a inattelvof f^^ ; 
we find that the potency of the syntactical connection, from beginnihg^^^^to^ 
end, is such as disti^^ points to the fact of the being performed 
by tho Giyer*^ Because the sentence does not extend only so far-^ tlrat^ 

^ ^ One shbttld perform ? as - many :cafu$kia}0la n^ .. as them^ m 

accepts ■ ; put ■■ it- is found to begin with quite a diieieisat ; 
i etoj ; and it has already 

explaiho^ latter pdints tRe the 

; ViV;- 



VtSMt: toQjlE BY TH» BORSlU-GIV tSIi: 1^5 : 

“ It is ti^e that tkis lias been explained ; but it has also 
y)Vbeeh of the first portion of the passage 

are rejected by the superior authority 

^ Injunction.^ 

It is not so; because the iudicatiows of the eulogy are set 
f^his latter has fully obtainod its foot^ 
however, the Injunction with regaid to tho 
■ Eepbiyet^ pf the gift (for performing the Mti) has not quite obtained its 
tooting, at the time that we come across the Arf/iavnda. 

the Injunction in question had been fully established, as referring 
to tho ^Receiver, --then there would have been no need for the discussion 
^ As a matter of fact, however, we find that it lias not been so 
^.established. Because it is only in a case where the Arthamda appears 
. niter the Injunction, that the latter is fully established independently by 
; |tseir Arthavdda conies to view) ; whereas when it is the 

: Arth(W^da that appears before the Injunction, this latter is always based 
upon, and conditioned by, the former. 

That is to say, even though the Ar//iat?r7da is subservient to the Injunc- 
tion, yet iherP IS another peculiarity in their mutual relationship, due to 
the order of sequence in which they appear. In all cases, the idea that 
; is^ to appear easily obtains a footing, by reason of the second 

. idea to the contrary not yet having appeared on the scene,— as in accord- 
anoo with the sutra XII— ii— 23, and as showm under the Q'utilingddki- 
; i(ira«a (III— iii— 14) ; while that which appears subsequently, docs so in 
coimeotion Avifch au object that is already pervaded! over by a former idea 
to the contrary; and as such being opposed from the very beginning, by 
the former idea, it could not but ap]iear, in a form in keeping with that 
.idea; and as such its character is likely to be reversed before it succeeds 
in obtaining a footiug. 

: in the case in question, we reject that difference in 

the bearings of the Injnnctmi Q,nd the which is based upon 

their ihtritism character,— in view of the difference caused by the order 
in which they are found to appear ; and then we find— 

• (a) and the last portions of the passage, pointing, as they do, 

■ ^ of the by the Gt'rer and the Ecoetrer respective- 

have: mutually contradictory indications ; (6) tha>t under the circuin- 
two cannot be reconciled ; (c) that if each of them be taken 
;t;ihdepehden^^ of the other, it would be likely to become meaningless, 
mutual proximityv w them to have tlie support 

(respectively ), thedr need for such 
ponsequently, in view of the fact 

5:^.^.v^^)^cbhciUatic5i:t being, 'absolu^ly.. .necessary,. '- when 
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eome to take them As pertaining stibjbct, \^#db n jl- 

; possible to completely abandon the notion of the Ishti belonging to the 
tfiver, which was the first to appear o» the gfcene unopposed; a»id hence 
in view of the superior claims of this notion, we cometo take the eubsequenb 
notion of the connection of the Ishfi with the Bece«Ver, before it has quite 
obtained its footing, as figuratively (indirectly) indicating its connection 
with the Otver, by reason of the Verb * grhnii/dit' (in the Injanotipu) 
being taken as indicative of the Causal Verb ^grnhayei' XoSetB), = 

And farther, this way of taking the whole enables us to keep tho 
form of the rest of the sentence intact (the only change necessary being 
that of the Verb * gfhnlyU \ into * ji#5haygV)^wliil0 in the other ( 5 ase (if 
we were to modify the ArlhavUda in accordance with the Injunction), the 
whole of the former would be found entirely incompatible (and hence calling 
for modifications) . That is to say, tUe Arthav^daf as modified in accordance 
with tho changes necessitated by the latter view, would come to have this 
absurd form:-— ‘Prajapati obtained the horse from Varuna^ and then he 
got to his Deity from whom he had received the gifty etc., etc.* : while in 
accordance with my view, the only change that is necessitated is that of 
the ordinary form ^ grhndti^ into the causal form ^grdhayaH,' 

It has been argued above that the Injunction is possessed of an 
authority superior to tliat of the Arthavcida, We readily admit that tUatn 
which is an Injunction is of superior authority; but in the case in 
question, we have no such Injunction e.s that *the Ishfi should be peiv 
formed by the Receiver' of the gift/ 

In the case of all sentences, what is not signified hy the previous 
words, or is required by them, that alone is taken out of the subsoquont 
wonts ; and nothing beyond that, even if some such be found to be actually 
signified by these latter. For instance, we shall show, in Adliyaya X, 
that, in the case of the sentence * satrddudavasdyuy* the very presence of 
the ‘ Ktvd^ affix indicates that, in the action following the said Udavasd^ia 
also, we should have, just as in this action of the Jldavasdnay many per- 
formers independent of one another, and not neceBsarily acting conjointly 
(as no significance would bo attoched to this conjoint action; oh accpunt 
of their being the subject oi the proposition) ; and then follows the son- 
ience ^prshthaf^amafityuntna yajir ; and in this, the nominative agents 
forming the Predicate, though their and conjoint actm'fy are duly 

hognised, are not found to bo required by the former sehtehoe, and jieu^ 
they a^e not regarded to.be of any consequence. 

Similarly, in the qase in question, as soon as we cotne to reooghize 
tiie Arthayada -r* the tsHi as : the 

; toeaus of free the 5iver of the:£oi^ t^ attack of jDrogay,-TWC 
hai 0 ah idea that the^ still rohiathe iO^ which r to: 
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teisaM ftnd this somothing is ascertained to be ih^ lnjunC’^ 

M 0 i^ of: i^is Ishti . And then, one Person, who has been previously recog- 
nised as the object of the Injunction, looking forward to the Infei^ence of 
itlje Ipjun (as pointed out by the ArthavOda)^ stands in need of that 
and nothing else besides that. And as for the ArthavOda 
and the Injunction, both of them are equally capable of signifying their 
oWn r^peotive objects ; and the only faculty that the ArthavUda does not 
possess, is that of and hence it is only the element of Injunction 

that it would borrow from the snb.sequent Injunction ; but by this bor- 
vbwiiig, it does not take i in all the other factors also of the Injunction ; 
as it does not stand in need of these. Consequently, inasmuch as the use 
of the Injunctive Affix for the sake of the mention of the prompting cause 
o[of the Mft) would not be possible without a Verbal Root, it becomes 
necessary to use some Verbal Root or other ; and we find the root * grhnati * 
used {in \grhnty 0 t'), which is however taken in the sense of the function- 
ing of the (liver (and hence there is nothing incongruous in the use of the 
\ 9 on\ ^ grhniyOt If we did not take the two (the Injunction and the 
ArthavUda) thus, the sense of the whole would be — ‘ because in olden times 
the Giver ot the Horse did so and so, therefore at the present time, 
the Ueceiver should do likewise,* — which would bo wholly iiTelevant and 
absurd. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the Injunction also has 
referred to the Giver as described in the Arthavada. All this we have 
explained in detail, under tli^e Snira III— -iii— 1. 

Objection : “ Then, inasmuch as it will have been dealt with under that 
“ Si7tra, there would be no need of the present Adhikaranay 

R^ly : Truej it has been dealt with under ihsi^i S&tra, But still, 
we find it necessary to take up the present with a view to 

setting aside the misconceptions produced by other BhUskyas (on the 
Sutras), 

; , li Ihvi were not necessary, theui wo could take the two sutras (dealt 
With nuder the present Adhikarana) VLlong with the foregoing Adhiharai}a^ 
% the .following manner:— The FUrvapaksha-sutra (30) may be taken as 
patting forward the following views : the actions of Alamhha 
VUbd the action of accepting the horse would be exactly similar in 

fvprdihary life and in the Vedaj And as such there being no absolute con* 
!;Cdtuitahco (between a Fedic action), the accept- 
■ ‘ ## coAia hot be taken as necosdarily forming part of tlie Vedic saci‘ifice ; 

must conclnde that the acceptance is not^enjqinedlau 
-■ belpn^ng tb the gacnjfee, specialiy and 

: being wholly diffiereht, there is no causo for such ascertain- 
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; To the above argumeiitfi) tbe^ (31) ni tAkeh as 

offering the following reply ^ < 5a is to flay, the 

/s^fi would be performed in the case of that Horse-gift which is mise tp 
the sacrificial Priests, beoauso of the indicatire power pointing to the 
Yedio and Sacrificial character (6f the aotipn) ; as though the Injunctive 
Affix (in ^grhntyht*) serves the purpose of pointing but the prompting 
cause (of the yet it can be taken: as supplying the Indication in 
question ; the sense of tlie Indication being that it is only the Fed^c action 
that is generally found to be connected with the Injanctive Affik, which . 
never relates to any ordinary action of the world. . 

Or, we may have tlie PiZreapaMa independently of the si7^ras ; and 
in tliat case, both the s^iJras (30 and 31) would bo taken as supplying the 
answer to that Purvapahha ; the sense of fliis reply being as follows i-- 
Inasmuch ns the ordinary (Horse-gift) is not ewyoined, there can be nb 
idea of that forming the prompting cause of the Mfi (as explained 
before) ; as it might be argued that, — “ the action of the acceptance of the 
Horse-gift being one and the same, there could be no difference between , 
the Ff?ti!ic and the ordinary gift, and hence both are equally capable of 
serving as the prompting cause of the is added (in the next 

sutra) that it is not so; because there is. a difference in the actmis; that is 
to say, the Vedic Horse-gift from the ordinary Horse-gif tf on 

following points : (1) the former Is enjoined, while the latter is not, (2) 
they occur at different places, and times, etc., (3) they are distinct 
individuals ; and on the ground of this difference there would bo a restric- 
tion as to the capabifity of serving as the proiSpting cause (of the Iskti). 
In fact, the ordinary is distinctiy prohibited, and hence there 

would be an absolute ahsenoe of that, in all matters relating to the Veda. 
Consequently only that can be regained as the said prompting cause, the 
existence of which is a certainty. Nor is the acceptance of the Horse^gift 
mentioned simply with a view to the pointing out of the pyroTj/^thig cause *, as 
the mention ends with the there poin|ihg but of the particular relationsliipw 
between thb two, Ooiiseqaently,’ wb oome to the conclusion that the /sW' 
forms pai»t. of the procedure to be observed in the 

and this use of the hhfi shows that the giving away meant is that con- . 
nected with Fdm sacrife^ Thus then the iftff cannot bo taken .as :: 
related to anything that is wol enjotnedr Ni 

Though both the above intepretetions Of .the two 8fi^ra«;w;ere possible, • 
yet it was for a special purposb that Me a distihOt - 

jldhftaraah^j^(but of these v ' " 

for iiie woM 

used, in that in the nenso bf ^ 

,;,:<x>hoepti9.uf;anijien^^ ihaiee^; 



;V$R#|jSir|t DONK OY the IfOB8E-«jVK«; ■ ^ “ '1409: 

ing th^e oauartHvo of «cee4»«»sr) ; specially as it is quite possible for tie 
eausatwe to b^ spoken of as the caused. Or, itjasmiich as the ISTominativo 
elinraeter resides in the caimtiV also, when the oansal character would 
he meant, to be spoken of, then, in that case, we would have the causative 
. . affix, even m coneeotion with the root signifying the functioning of the 
rW; while when the mere Nominative charaetcr would bo Lant to 
to oxpressod, then even without tho causative affix.-anyono who, in some 
. .. ivay or other, hel^ in the aecomplishmont of tho AecepUtnc^ of the Hor,e, 

; pfi, we may gpeak as ‘ accepting * ( ‘ grhmi ’ ). 

■ , ^or instaiito, in the sentence ‘ he tills the ground with six ploughs 

. the word ‘tills* signifies tl.c making of fhoHn s of 

.Mom, yet tlircmgl. the force of the mention of the ‘six ploughs,' we take 
^^tho. Verb as indicating the action of tho Director of the Plougln,,. as the 
aotual operating ofsiai ploughs could not be done by any single 'piom^h 
V .nan ; cons^entfyje conclude that the Person, who directs the o,.i;;a/ 

. tioiis of all tho SIX Ploughmon, is also the Performer of the Ullw/. throuirh 
these men i and hence it is he that comes to bo spoken of as ‘ tillino- tho 
ground with six ploughs/ ^ . 

fh ‘ifrMf*’ having its signification conditionod by 

the Arlhavm, would come to be taken as indicating the function of the 
. person earning the graham or acceptance (i.e. the Giver). As for Verbal 
roots,y^is a well-known fact that they are endowed with mnltifarious 
potentialities (of signification) ; and as such they could bo used in tlie 

S- r.rl* sense,-as has been shown under tho 

mcarthSdhikaram (II-i^l et seq.); and it often I.appens that in 
. view of the peonlmr charaotor of their anxiliaries, they are taken Jvon 
01 ^ucli a sense as is nofc generally known. 

. For those i-easoiis, we eoneludo that tho word ‘ pratifjrhniym ’ in the 
^ntence in question, has been used in the sense of ' dadyat * (slionld give) • 
Horae Mfe in question Should be performed by the CHver of the 

,V: . to the above conclusion, some people make tho following objections . ^ 

“ read in tho text of the .Haftrayuarltosoension of the 
^ rnyttmda, we find the first sentence of the passage iii question read as 
X,, ^ ^ being quite in keeping with 

clearly cogtiisable that tho IshHia to be 

reply : Our position having 
J^a ptoved, by reasonings, to be stronger than years, if we.como to be 
Ws'of another scriptural text, what can vve do P 

‘^tonqttished* is whplk groundless. Because 

another toripttti^ text disti 
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ancc of the by the Receiver,— then t^, alt that 

atlmit is that it would be performed by the Receiver a&o ; but that Wald 

not set aside its performrAility by the Giver. \ 

That is to sny, it has been proved tliat the text of the passage as 
quoted above,— which is the one found in the text of the Taitiinya Res- 
censioii of the Y^yMrvedtt,— distinctly points to the fact of the Mfi being 
performed by tlie Giver; And this conclusion is not found to be set aside, 
eitlier by any other reasonings, or any scriptural text. In facfcj oven if we 
had a text prohibiting the performance of that by the Qimr^ we 
would have two optional alternatives, and there would be no necessity of 
abandoning tbe conclusion once accepted before. As for the sentence 
(‘ yo'^vam fraiigrliniyUt, etc,*) which lays down the perfonn ability of that 
Ishpi by the Ihceiver of the Horse-gift, if, by reason of its forming part of 
the sacrifice, it be taken in a manner in keeping with the previous sen- 
tence,-— without paying any heed to the particular v\ ay in which the 
passage might open— then, in that case, that sentence too would point out 
the performability by the Oiver. If, on the other hand, through the pre- 
sence of the word * pratigThnSH,* the sentence be taken independently by 
itself, as laWS performability by the Receiver,— then, in that 

case, inasmuch as the previous sentence will have indicated its perform- 
ability by the Giver, it would come to be performed by both (the Giver as ^ 
well as the Receiver) ; with this difference however, that the Mti per- 
formed by the Receiver, being only calculated to servo the purposes of the 
Man (independently of any V'edic sacrifice), it would have to be performed, 
in the case of the acceptance of the Ordinary Horse-gift also. 

Some people, taking their stand upon the word ‘ IrtvijB ’ in the sitka^ 
argue that the pixjvious sentence (' PrajapatirvarunSya, etc.') also speaks 
of the performability of the Ishfi by the Receiver (i.e. the J^tvik). 

But the Ishti that would be performed by the Rtvik Priest, could 
not form parti of the sacrifice itself (which is being performed by the 
YajamUna ) ; and hence the relationship of the result of the Ishii would 
be as possible for the ordinary man of the world as for that Priest; con- 
sequently we would have the performance of the even in the case of 
the acceptaned of the Horse*gift in ordinary life ; and under tbe circum- 
stances, it becomes incumbent upon those persons, to explain what groimd^^^ 
the sfiW would have for declaring^ as the conclusion pM/i- 

yBta ^ (* consequently it would be coghised aa to be perfoanmed 
with the Vedic sacrijiee *). 

' Thus tfcen, from the the Mfi being as forming 

part of the vve cpnclude- that it shpu 

'■/Giver;- ' 



ADHIKARANA (12)* 

[Tlid Sommnira Oaru is to be oSercd on the occasion ot‘ the vomiting of 
that Sowa drunk at Vedic sacrifices]. 

^Siitra (32): “The case of the vomiting of the drink is similar.'' 

Apart from any particular Context, we find another senteiico— 

* Sdifn^aindran mrnnntrvnpBt yah somam vtimafi' (* One who vomits the 
^ soma should offer tlie Somaindra cara^). And in regard to this, too, we 
proceed to consider the same questions as thos6> dealt with in the two pre- 
ceding Adhikaranas, — i.e, (1) whether the Offering is to be made when 
the Soma vomited is that drunk at a sacrifice, or that drunk in ordinary 
life as medicine; [and (2) whether it pertains to the vomiting of the 
Vayomdwa or that of the sacrificial Priests]. 

And this being the question, the expression ^ iadvat' in th<5 sUtra 
indicates the two theories (of the Purvapaksha)' — viz: : (1) that the Soma- 
drinking meant is both that which is done at a sacrifice and that done as 
medicine ; and (2) that it is the latter only (as propounded in SMra 28). 

Or the expi*ession ^ tadmt ’ may bo taken as indicating the application 
of the SiddMntas of the last two Adhikaranas, to the present question also. 

And as the Purvapaksha (of the present Adhihira^a) differs a little 
from that of the last two Adhikaranas^ we lay it down, in the following 
words:— 

“ In the case of the Soma-drinking at a Vedic Sacrifice, inasmuch as 
tlm disposal of the substance (Soma) will have been done by the mere 
j\dr{nking ot it, if there were to be any subsequent disorders, iu the shape 
*\pi vomUing and the like, — it would not necessitate any remedial 
measures ; a^ hence in that case, the laying down of the Ishfi (the 
Sornmndr^ would be absolutely useless. While iu the case of the Soma 
- dfunk in Jerdinary life,— if the Soma happens to be vomited out, there 
“would be lime of the medicinal effects desired; and hence in the case, 
“^there a pbssibiliiy of the loss of virility, etc, (mentioned as 

“follpmng f^m a neglect Lhfi) ; and there is no im- 

po^ibilitjfjj'ilF such evil effects, as we found in the iinne of Dropsy (in the 
and thus as the evil effects wottld be pos.siblo ^ 
the. laid. down in connection with those effects, 

; “ ftfeq oqmeaSio be recognised as a remedy for tliesii effects. Consequently ; 



MStfcA-YllrtlKAV v 

‘‘ this slioulcl be performed at the v’Otn Hing of the igoem drunk in 
/'“ordinary life.”. .' ■■ 

mtra (33) : It movM he perfermed at the (vomiting of 
the Soma drunk at the) J^Mc mmfice f as itts imlv 
(It this that it em effect ; while in the 

case of th(it dfhnk in ordinary life, as this would 
be done for ti utsthle purposCf there could be no 
evil effects attached to its Uomitlng. 

Okfectimi: “Why do not you bring forward the same arguraents 
“ that you did in the last two ^dfetiamnos.— that the action in question 
being Vtidie, ii would apply only to the Vedic sacrifice, etc,, etc. ? 

Bi^ply : The reason is that there can be no Vedic character attaching 
to the vomiting-, because no vomiting is found to be enjoined in the Veda. 
Consequently, the result of vomiting, won in the case of Veto, Soma- 
drinking would be the same as those in that of the ordinary Soma-drinhing. 

That is to say, the Disposal of the unused Soma (remnant of the 
sacrifice) that is laid down is that up to the proper digestion of it; and 
hence if it happen to be vomited (there would not bo d proper digestion 
of it), the results of the Principal Sacrifice would not appear in the proper , 

Ihat is to^iay, as a matter of fact, there are no evil effects attaching to 
the vomiting of the So»t« drink in ordinary lifo; because it is drunk only 
for the sake of being vomited. Even if there were some evil effects, their 
remedy would consist of certain hieasures laid down in works on medicine, 
and there would he no need of nny Vedic remedy (such as tho Somaindm 

i«W). In thecasoof theoo»K'<% of the fifomu drunk at a Vedic sacrifice; 
m the other hand, we have definitely ascartained that the DmoosuI, that 
IS laid down for the Soma-remnant, is one ending with the proper digestion 
3 it,— as 18 distinctly shown by the words of the mantra recited for ||ie 
ligesting of It ; and certainly this enjoined JWsposaf would he interfered 
wi )y 1C vomiting-, and as such there would he a discropahey in the , 
naV result ol the Principal Sacrifice (orwhich the forms a 

part); consequently, there vronld be a likelihood of the performance of the : 
Somaindra Mfi, as a remedy calculated tei oorreot that discrepancy. / 

If the sentence (layitig dovvn Somdindra ),wtre the ; 

a pel awning to, the I'esult,— then it would be all the, ihore inappUiMble 
;d the case of ordinary Soina-driiiking, by rewon of the hwessjty. ie 
AWj of the asSomptioii of a rosalt (as thare is none aotually piercepiihle). ; 
ea^e of the S<>ria-diri»fe%:at the Vedfc 
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ifldiidsf^ the SaMjjke (at which the (Wttfcmj is laid down as the Dtsposal) ; 
'ahd of: this sacrifice, the Mfj would be a subsidiary ; and hence in this 
^<5880 the ; relationship among all the factors ooncemod would be easily 

"«tabJished,.- 



ADHIKABANA (13). 

[The Somaiwlni hhtl is to be performed when the is by fche 

Yajarnb^na], 

Sutra (34): “(The would pertain to all; because ther< 

is no distinction (made).'* 

Though it is fully esiablished, from the analogy of the case of tli 
tsMifor the acceptance of the Horse-gift, that the hhli in question also i.s t 
be performed by^ the Yitja'inrina , — yet it is still as undecided as to whethe 
the prompting cause of the Ish^i is the vomiting by the Yajaniana himsell 
Or also that by the Priests. 

And on thi.s question, we have the following 

POlWAPAKSHA. 

‘^Inasmuch as there is no specification, the vomiting of both (feh 
YajamUna as well as the Priest) would be the prompting cause of tb 
Ishfi. Because tlie vomiting of the Yajamana causes as much discrepanc 
*‘in the Disposal, as that of the Priests, as the drinking oi both is moan 
*' to serve as purificatory of the substance {Soma), Consequently, whethe 
‘‘the Ishfi be meant to be a remedy for the evil effects caused by tb 
f^wmiting, or an aid in the accomplishment of the ApSrra (of the Pru 
** cipal sacrifice), — it has to be performed at tlio vomiting by the Yajamdn 
“ as weU as at that of the Priest,'* 

' •■■V'-,:. 'SIDDHANTA.-: : . 

SUtra {Z^) \ It wbiiUl pertaliii Master only ; a 

(the wlien) is performed 

Even though the be really a mere indirect aid to the Priheipf 
sacrifice, yet it wdiild be performed only on; the vomiting by the yt^^ 
Beeniise, as the first portion ictf the sentence (* somcim rfamet ■ )■ ooptaw 
the woid - ya^y it is ' hof pointing out the promptih^^^ 

(of the ; and >^hOn it does coine be recognised, through the ,sul 
sequent appeaiunce of the "virord also come t 

I'eoogttkie the Performer 
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senience—^ 2^0 J somam vamaii $a nirmjflV — we 
find tot the two words and ^ saV distinctly indicate that there 

; to perfo^^ of the hhti and of the vomiting is one and the same ; and thus 

■ there to no doubt that the action of the sacrifice {Iskti) is to be per- 

fomed by the Master of the sacrifice (^^c. the Yajamdna), And fi’oin this 
certain fact wo come to a definite conclusion with regard <o the doubtful 
case of the^ it is only when the vomiting is done by 

to Yajamdna {}ydt it serves as the prompting cause (of the hhti). 

the vomiting^ independently by itself, capable of serving as 
; to prompting cause ; as the mere Verb [*‘ mmati') is incapable of giving , 
any idea of sucli a cause; it is only when it is accompanied by the word 
\yah' that it expresses that Cause ; and in that case, the fact of the two 
f actions [oi mcrij^cn &nd vomiting) having the same performer is cognised 
before the fact of the vomiting being the prompting cause (of the lehti). 

Now then, if the Priests wore to perform the M/i on account of their 
own vomiting, they would be offering substances either for a Deity or in 
exchange for some services,— as they could not effect this exchange for 
themselves, it would be necesaaiy for them to engage other Adkvaryu 
and other priests. And on account of the limanB^iada affix in the word 
‘ ddadhita * (in the sentence ‘ agntnddadhUa*), it is clear that the sacrificial 
fire can have no connection with any person other than the one who 
has duly lighted it ; and hence it is necessary for all performers of 
sacrifices to inake the offering in the Fire lighted for themselves. 
Consequently if the Priests perform the Ishti in question, with a view 
to help in the Sacrifice, the Soma drunk at which had been vomited 
by them, then the Ishti which they would perform would be performed in a 
place, and at a time, different from that of tlie oiiginal Principal Sacrifice. 
(As those would be pei’formed in distinct Fires lighted by each of the 
Priests separately) ; and as such the help accorded by these Ishtis would not 
ncerue to the Original Sacrifice. Nor is there any direct Injunction 
to the that the auxiliary should be performed in a place and 
time other than that of the Original Sacrifice,— ^in consideration of which 
Injunction we could admit of even faulty Auxiliaries. As for the sen- 
tonce - VjfaJ somam vamaii, etc,,’— inasmuch as this ba.s all its requirements 
fulfilled by the vomiting by the sderijicer, it cannot bo taken as permitting 
to; difference the time and place of the Auxiliary from those of 
to 0 * Sacrifice, Specially, how /could it be possible for a single 

■ tot etG^) to lay down the sameness of the time and place 

to Qi%inal), in the case of the 

% Yajamon(t,r^ and difference of them, in the case of the Vomiting by 

: to 



that case, inasmuch as that which (in the of the 

vmilinif by the yayrtU^7wo) been ascertained to be for the sake of a wn- 
ficey could never bo for the sake of an himself, even if it came to be per- 
formed tis for this latter, such performance would be absolutely useless. 
And if for the sake of jastifying aucli performance, the Ishti be taken, on 
the strength of scriptural texts, to be for the sake of Ifaw, — then, that 
would involve the abandoning of the *siwnfice ’ that appears in close prox- 
imity to it, as also the assuming, for such an «^^^ther result, in the 
shape of Heaven or some other end, that would be desirablfe by the Afaw. 

This same assumption of a result has been shown to be necessary, in 
the case of the Xs/*/f being taken as to be performed at the of the 

Soma druiik in ordinary life. Bnt it could not be said with legard to the 
(nkfl that would be performed at the vomiting of that drunk during a 
sacrifice ; as we have already shown that, in this latter case, the assamp- 
tioii of a fresh result is not necessary (the effect of the Ishfi being simply 
to accord help to the sacrifice, by the remedying of the discrepancy caused 
by tlio vomittng). 

For the.se reasons, it must be admitted that the hhfi should be per- 
formed only when the would be that by the YajamUna. 

It might be urged that, even in the case of the vomiting by the Priests 
the actual offering of the lahfi would be made by the YayawiSfia himself, 
But in that case, we have the aforesaid anomaly of tlie two actions (of the 
Ojjevvig of the Ishti, and the vovniting) not having the samc^ performer. 
And for the justification of this, it would be necessary to take the word 
*7yrt5’ (iii ^yahHomamvamatV) ivi the sense of the Gonitive ' ymja,' and 
hence to reject the co-extensiveness ( between ‘ ya J ' and ‘ sah ’). A ud these 
interpretations would make the text inapplicable to the cose of the VomU- 
ing by the Yajamanay which therefore would no longer bo a prompting 
cause (for tbo Ishti^, Then if both (the vomiting by the YafcbpiStid 
well as that by the px-iests) were to be accepted as the said prompting 
cause, then that would necessitate the taking of the seutenoe in (|uest ion 
in two different ways, which would involve a syntactical eplit,--dh 0 sen- 
tence being taken as nomani vdmdiiy yasya ca somam ^tvih voviiiti 8^ 
ni^yapet' (' He who vomits the Soma, and ho whose Soma the Priest vomits, 
ilmuld perform the Then, if, vyith a view to avoid this syiitac' 

tical split, we have got to accept only one of them (either the vomiting by 
tile Yajuinknaj or that by tho J^nW^)^a^ pi^inpting dause of th^ 

; r--lt that y© should accept to as that . would be in 

keepi^^^^ sense of to words of to text. . ■' y'-'rf 

The toy© applies to we take the 

feeMbS it is asaumed - that the 

purpose served bjy to'Ito^ the 
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■Vfi^ the i^esult, caused by a discrepancy in tiie coiTCct 

cbserTance of the of the remnant of the sacrificial substance, — 

:the necessity of such Duposal being indicated by the subsequent words (of 
iha texts reJating to the Principal Sacrifice),— then, in that case; inas- 
much as it would be the Result fujoruing tt^tho Yajamam (in the shape of 
the iipfirfla) that would be absolutely imperceptible, and as such, capable 
. of being interfered with in its proper fruition (by the vomiting), it would 
' become all the more certain that the Eemedtal Ish{.i would be performed 
by the Tc/uwafiia himself. As for the ResuWthat accrues to the Priests, 

; the shape of the sacrificial gifts,— they are found to obtain it, in any 
case, whether there be a vomiting or not; and as sucli there being no fear 
^pf this lEtesult being interfered with (by any vomiting)^ it would not stand 
^ in need of the Eeinedial Ishtif and as such could not bring about its por- 
formance. 

Then, it might be assumed that — “the drinking of the Smaa, forming 
“part of the observances necessary fur the Performer of the Principal 
“Saot'ifico, is meant to serve the purpose of purifying the person that 
“ and henco any discrepancy in this drinking w'ould create a flaw 

“in the Performer (a^.e. the Priest), as the purification of the Sortuii whicli 
“ would consist in the useful effects it would bring to him, would not have 
“ been duly accomplished;* But even so too, (1) inasmuch as the said Haw 
only being an obstacle in the way of the due realisation, hy the Yajamana^ 
of the Results (of the sacrifice), the Ishti would serve the purpose of 
removing that obstacle, and (2) as we have in the sentence the words 
and ysaly (which indicates the performer of both actions to be one 
only), it must bo admitted that the /sW should be performed, at the 
yomiting by tbe YajamUna only. 

The same reasoning holds respecting the view that the MK is meant 
to affect the final ApUrvoi (oi the Principal Sacrifice). 

Seine people hold that— ‘ the vomiting of the &)ma does not mean 
“the neglect of an enjoined Duty^ nor the doing of that which is prohibited ; 
“ and as such, there being no discrepancy in the sacrifice on its account, 
“the performance of the Ishti could not he meant to remedy any discrep- 
“ancy ; and hence the Ishti must be regarded as a subsidiary to tlie 
“Principal Sacrifice, to be performed only when the 8oma drunk at it 
“ happens to be yqmited.” 

; y also, inastnuoh as we find the word ^ yaV distinctly 

to the Matiy the must bo i^egarded as a purification of the 
Mah; mentioned in the; Gontext, in accordance with the conclusion arrived 
At : (under Sutras Ill—iv— 14, 15) in connection with thei sentence 
yJti^j^hyamlhUfUmU hetice, in acoordiheo ivith the Sutra III— 

to be performed by tlie % And 4a 
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the pertains to the satne object as the voin»t|nflf, it is the i,y 

the Yajamana that should be regarded as the prompting cause of the 
' Ishiu ■ 

Then as for the arguuieut, — “ the vomiting of the Priests also causes 
“either a discrepancy, in the proper Di^osal of the Soma^ or a total des< 
“ traction of the purification of the Performer ; and as such, that too 
“ would stand in need of a remedy,’-— the reply is that, even though it 
Would require a remedy, yet, no such remedial action could be performed, 
for the simple reason that ho such has been laid down ; as we have already 
shown that tiie Injunction of the Ishfi does not pertain to the vomiting by 
the Pnesfc, — whether the hhti itself be taken as to be for the sake of the 
Man or for that of Sacrifice, Consequently we come to the conclusion 
that if the vomiting by the Priest should be a flaw in the sacrifice, then 
whenever it should happen, all that we have to do is to quietly ignore it 
altogether ; while if it do create a discrepancy in the sacrifice, then, in 
that case, we might perform some ordinary expiatory rite. 

In connection with question under consideration, thei'e is no use of 
considering the question as to whether the Ishti is for the sake of Man^ or 
for that of the sacrifice^ etc., etc. But if it be necessary to learn the true 
fact, then we must admit that theory which has been found to be appli- 
cable to the case of the ^QntenQO *JanJabhyamtino*nubrute^ ete,' (HI — iv— 
14, 15). (That is to say, it must be regarded as being for the sake of the 
Man connected ivith the principal Sacrifice). It is in view of this that we 
have the present Svamino vd tadarthatvdt.' 

S'Utra (36) : Also hecmise we find certain indicative 

(words)* 

In connection with the sentence under Consideration, wo find the 
sentence-*-* vyrdhyatB yat soniani yamati ^ (‘He who vomits the Somft 
loses his prosperity ’) ; and there can be doubt that this ‘ loss of prosperity' 
applies to him alone whose prosperity is sought to be accomplished by 
iho drinking of the Soma^ and for whom a discrepancy in tins dnnking could 
cause a ‘ loss of prosperity :* Anil we find that botli of these apply to the 
Yajn-mffwtt only : and hence the Ishfi must bo taken as to be performed by 
him.- ■ ■■■ ■ ■ 



ADHIKARAi:^A (ll), 

[Ottt of th® AgneyU^a$h(ak(5jpdla’>Gnru it is only tho Doyavaddna tliat is to 
be offered in Homa]. 

(37): The whole should be offered; as the mate- 

rial is meant for that purpose'* 

[In connection with the Darga^PUrnamdsa, we find the senttjnce 
^ yadS^gneyo'shtdhapfilo'mdvnsyllijdm jiaurnaimsijnncdcyuto bhavatV ; Miid in 
regard to this thei’e arises the question as to whether the whole of the 
^material prepared is to be actually offered, or only a portion of it is to be 
oltei’ed, and a little left as a remnant. And on this question, we have the 
following—] 

PtRVAPAKSHA. 

^*The words * mhinhapalah* ^dagnByah,' etc., distinctly indicate that 
’^Hbe whole of the material is to be offered ; as it is only when the material 
“ has been actually thrown into the Sacrificial Fire that it comes to belong 
*‘to the Deity, — as is clearly indicated by the Injunction ' dhamniyB 
'^ jnhoiiy and by the Arthatsdila * Agnhnnkhft vai DBvdh.' [And hence the 
“ material could not .be called ^ AynBya* until the whole of it had been 
“offered to Agni], Such being the case, if a part of the material were left 
“ behind, then that would mean the doing of something contrary to what 
“ has been laid down (in the Veda). Hence it must bo admitted that the 
“ whole of the material is to be offered into the Fire.*’ 

Question : Does the propounder of this Purvapaksha not perceive the 
Injunction of those actions that are done with the Bemnmts of the mate- 
rials offered— such actions, for instance, as the Svishtakrt Offering ^ the 
Lfd-prdgitray the SanyavAkakdla, tlie Bhakshacaturdhdkaranuy and the like ? 
[Thi^ is to say, he must be wholly ignorant of the Injunctions of these 
lustioi^^^ he should not have asserted that no ‘ remnants ’ should 

■; be ■kept]. - 

rin answer to this, somo^ people declare that the Pdrvapakski does not 
l^ri^iye the Injunctions of these actions. 

■ fiut that answer is scarcely correct; because if we were tp lose sight 
^Qf : suPh palpable facts, as distinct Injunctions, in propounding the Pwria. 

is no theory, howspeveir absurd, that imald not bo put 
forward as one. [That is to say, the Purvapaksha is alufays sucli as has 
; ^1 th^^^ a reasonable theory, and tiot« pno thatj on its very 

vlajtoibj&w Gohsequenfiy it must be admitto^; 
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that tilie bppontet is fully coguisabiitt of the said thjuuctiohPr yet he 
puts forward the above PfirvapaftsAa, iii view of the foUowing argmnents:. 

“The actions laid down as to be performed with * Remnants * would 
“not justify the bringing in of fresh supplies of materials, only in cases 
wiiere there are ‘ Remnants * of the previous supplies. When, however, 

“ the whole of the material has been offered (find tliere is no ‘Remnant' 

“ left), those actions would certainly justify our bringing in fnssh supplies. 

“That is to say, in a case where only the ‘.Dt'yuvadffno -(‘Two- 
“slices’) are offered out of the whole Cake, and the rest is left as ‘Rein- 
“ nant,* the Svishtakft offering, and the other actions — enjoined by such 
“ sentences as ‘ out of the other half a slice is cut (or Swlifakrt ’ and the 
“ like— would not justify the bringing in of fresh supplies of that maferial, 

“ as shown under Swtrtt IV— i — 28. When, however, v:e come to recog- 
“ nise the necessity of offering the vmole of the Cake (and the iraproprndy 
“of keeping ‘Remnants’), then inasmuch ns the Svishtakrt offering w\]\ 
“have no ‘already existing substance’ to be related to, there would be an 
“ impossibility of the carrying out of that part of the Tnj unction which 
“ ref ers to that Offering; and hence in this case, wo do certainly recognise 
“ the necessity and advisability of bringing in fresh supplies of the mato- 
“rial ; and hence, other Cakes, etc., would certainly be prepared for tlie 
“sake of the SvisMakri offering (and other siinilar actions). 

Question: * lu that case, how would you explain the word ‘^g.s7i«, 
“ in such Injunctions as svishtakrU^vadijati ? ’ • 

“ Answer : In such sentences, the word ‘ gesha ’ would be explained 
“ as used in the Sense of ‘another material,’ just as in the sentences 
^y^ajyBha gBsham' md ^ tacchSshSna.^ 

“ That is to say, in the sentence ‘ djyena gesham sansthopayati * (‘ He 
“finishes the rest by means of Butter ’), we find the word ‘ g^sha* used in 
“ the sense of an action oiW tlvan^ov similar to, that whose performance 
“ has been finished; so also, in the sentence Haio^ gSshena vigishfadef^njit^ 
tyddirnanto yrtj»ma pratipadyantB' (Gautama’s Nydyasutra -^ — the 
“ sense of which is that the action resulting in Heave u having been fully 
‘Vused Up in bringing about that result, and that action which has a 
“ definite result of its own not being capable of being used for the sake of 
.“ another, it is by means of oflter actions that people take birth, etc., ete.v; 
y‘ — we find the woi’cl ^ cisha\ in the place , of (letter*) a 

“ simtlaTiy in the sentence ^gdshat sviskiakfU^ pfetAa ' wb4f|i : 

“ mean a material one offered at the original PriiUtSy 

- >VSacrificei or material. ; v 

“ Or, the word * * may be taken in the sense of 

a m other t^n that the i’Hncipa|fSe.crifio^ 
■“■Jwhi^v ^kept;remiyy^.iV^<a--8hbrf® 
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tb® Priiicipal Material lef^, yet all others have the 
: V'ciiar^te^ U, Consequently at all such sacrifices, 

, to be used; as will be explaioed under 

if, in consideration of the word *pgs/m/ there should be kept 
a Ireranant’ of the same material (that is used at the Principal Sacri- 
^ ?‘ftbe), — then too, there is anothoi* purpose served by tiie present disijus- 
i ‘*sion; it need not necessarily be that which is laid down by tho 
*SS%idhanti) as the fallowing also is possible; when, in accordance with 
v the sentence laying down the Principal Sacrifice, there comes to bo tho 
‘‘possibility of the whole oi the material to be ofFered, — ^and yet ‘Rem- 
“ Hants ’ of it are kept, for the sake of those actions that are laid down as 
.^“to be performed with such ‘Kemiiants,* — then, these latter actions (the 
SvUhtcilcrt offering and the rest) would be as instrumental in the bring- 
ingin of that mateidal as the Princip«al Sacridco itself; and hence if the 
slice kept for any of these actions, happen to be destroyed, spoilt, or 
“ stolen, it would be necessary to prepare another supply of the material, 
“ —just as in the case of the Principal Ssicrilice. While, on t)je othor 
“hand, if these actions were to take in only tho vnei’c ‘remnants” of tho 
‘‘ material spoken of in the Injunction of the Principal Sacrifice, then, 
“inasmuoli as they would depend solely upon the material used at tho 
“latter sacrifice, they would not be themselves instrumental in the bring- 
“ing in of any materials on their own account; and hence even if the 
“.v/4ce kept for these actions happen to be destroyed, spoilt or stolen, there 
“ would be a simple nou-performauco of those actions. Thus then, even 
“ though the fact of the whole not being offered at the Principal Sacrifice 
“bo accepted by bfitli (of ns, the Purvapakshi as well as the Siddhanti), 
‘‘yet there is a necessity of the present discussion.” 

SIDDHANTA. 

? SMtra (38) : There would he u yremnant" \ inaamucli as 
the slices are cut * out of^ (tbe Cake). 

If ‘ agnSyo^shf&kapnla^f etc * were the only text bearing upon the case 
: in que could not but admit the necessity of tbq 

^ W offered. As a matter of fact, however, we find wc 

dyirhdmsho'mdyntii* ‘ madhy^tpurvdrdliiioca dmra* 
angushtkdpdrvd^Oirw hhavatiy dvyavad&TW/in juhoti^' 

j lay down the offering of certain dices ciit out of the Gake ; 

<^d ail these texte show that on ly a portion of the Cake is 

(at the Principal Sacrifice) ; and hence it follows that a 
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SUtra (39) : Objection : “ Tfieee other te^ts merely Iny 
'' ilowh the method ) and as ihe tvh^le is meant for 
^*the Deity (the offerings are to be repeated)/* 

Objection : ** If the sontences quoted could not bo explained otherwise 
“ than by rejeoting the necessity pointed out in the original injuuptipn of 
“the offeringof the of the material,— and if they were in proxithity 

“ to the sentence laying down the Principal Sacrifice^— then alone could they 
“set aside the indications of this latter. As a matter of fact however, the 
“ sentences in question dealing with merely pm*ilioatdry actions they 
“could be very well reconciled with the original sentence laying down 
“the Principal Sacrifice in question; as it is quite compatible for the 
“le/ioie of the material to be offered, piece by piece,— each piece, ineasur- 
“ing aninch {UL of the size of the part of the thumb from the middle-joint 
“to its tip), being purified by a process of cutting^ repeated twice over, 
“ out of the middle and the former half of the material (Cake). 

“Thus then, the sense given by all the sentences (those brought 
“ forward by the SiddMnti taken along Avitii the original Injunction of 
“ the Principal Sacrifice) oomos to be this : ‘The offering of the whole 
“ Cake is to be done by such and such a method^ ; and thus we have ho 
“prohibition of the homa of any portion of the Cake; from which it 
“ follows that the wfeoie of the Cake should be offered. 

“ Then, it has been argued that—* The Homa could not be performed 
“all at once in the way declared in these sentences, as that would not 
“be a Homa of Two-sUceB (Do fjavaddna) ' But then, the Homa of the 
“slices could very vvell be repeated (till the whole is finished), like the 
Jyotishtoma ; the reason for this being — * tadarthatvilt * — i.e. because 
“of the fact of the whole Ashtdkapala Oake being meant for the De%, or, 
“ for the or, for the Afuroa (resulting from that Sacrifice), the 

“injunction, contained in the original sentence laying down the Principal 
“ Sd/crifice, would hot be fulfilled by the offering of a mere portion of it. 

“Or, the expression ‘ V may bo taken in the 
“‘because the purificatoiy action of OuUi^g is meant for the material. ■ 

Batra (iO) : Reply : It could be di^ne^ b m the 

action will have been complete (in that single perforin- 
ance); specially as tJie Material is onlyasubordii/^ 
factor, 

. \ What has been urged above, by the jPtZ«?a|>a4tfW,^that V the 

ybm^cnttmgs^ and the coirespondihg should be repeated qyei* ,«md 

; oyer ^ain **-*-^i8 not pessibley vBecaase, tbongh i is quite posaibfe for 
:thflr whieh aubordihath to 
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fimeir Hamai being a pci^icipal factor, could never undergo a 

repetition. „■/ ■. ■• 

That is to say, the sentence ‘cuts the material twice’ laying down 
tlie mere ‘Cutting* as a purificatory action, it would be possible to carry 
? it an^as long as there may be the niatcrial to be purified ; as for the ZTomu, 
■; howoveri it is an action leading to a distinct result, and as such it is a 
Predominant factor, as shown under the Sutras II — i — 7 and 8 ; and hence 
as it would be completed by a single ^ DvyavadUna' (Cutting into two 
pliecs), it would not be proper to repeat it over again, simply be<5ause 
Jfchere is a portion of the material left behind; and the JToraa not being 
repeated , there would be no use for repeating the ‘ Cutting* either; as it 
is only that substance which is employed in an action that takes up puri- 
fications, and not that which has got nothing do with the Action in hand ; 
in the case in question, we find that there is no other use for the material, 
save the said * Dvayavad^na* offering, and lietice when that has been dories 
the material would stand in no farther need of any purification (by the 
‘Cutting*) ; and consequently there can be no repetition of the ‘Out- 

If the Bond were merely , for the sake of the material^ then, on ac- 
count of this latter, it would have to be repeated itself, as well as lead to 
the repetition of the Cutting ; but as it is not for the sake of the material, 
it cannot be repeated. Specially as we find that the sentence in question 
does not mean--* hUyamdnasya dviravakhandunamupdyo vidhi* 

yatB' (* the twice-cutting is the method laid down for the material offered,’ 

’ ^the vvord ‘ ’ pertaining to the material offered); for certainly 
the word ^juloti^ doQH not denote the material ; nor has the Verb ^yuhott* 
the Passive Affix, by which it could be taken as pointing to that which 
is offered in Homa Huyamdua ’). The fact is that the sentence lays 
down the twice-cutting with regard to the Action (denoted by the Verb 
^Juhoti'), As for the idea of the material, that we have from the word 
>‘ yatMn the phrase ^yat juhoti^^— it is based upon a misconception, and as 
jiueh* we cannot attach any importance to it; because the word is not 
v|^nd; in the Vedic sentence, but has simply been put in by the commen- 
' by way of a qualifying adjunct to the Verb, with a view to show the 
;\f&t of the Hpwu being merely io in the sentence (for the sake of 

; tl^]efi|Qining of the 

; ■ should be repeated for the sake 

$f^^]^e;utilisation of the of in the originative 

as yve repetitions in con- 
^ ^ISon ’With the JyoHshtomci^-^ii: is wholly inadmissible; Because if the 
U4«^eity of the; effeting of had been established, then 

there the <3^ Jyotis^^ as a 
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matter of fact however, wc find tha^, in the ease in <ji^ the offering 
of the whole is distinctly precluded ; and as aach it can never be regarded 
to have been established. 

That is to say, in the sentence • relationship 

with Howa, of all parts of the Qake equally, would, at best, be based upon 
Inferehiie ; consequently, before this inferred relationsh ip has had time to ^ 
be duly accomplished, we find that there is directly established, by means j 
of the sentence ^ Dvya'cadUnanjuhoti^^ relationship, with the JRoT/m, | 
of apart taken out of the Oake^ and when tliis latter direct relationship 
has been once establislied, tliere is no appearance of the inferred relatioTi*\ 
ship (of the to/ic/.e cake). And hence we find that the property of Idny dedi- 
cated and offered to Agni (being Iyn^pa)y which was>spoken of as belonging j 
to all the parts of the Cake (in common), becomes restncted, in its appli- 
cation, to the VDvayavadana * (Two-slices) only, by means of the Tnjunc- 
tioii * Dvyavadnmn jvhotV \ just as the number * seventeen ’ is restricted 
by means of the factors mot with in the Context, And the meaning 
comes to bo this: ‘One makes the two-slices Ayneya (/.c/ dedicated and 
offered to Agni).* Consequently, the Injunotiou not affecting the other 
portions of the Cake, there can be no Eoma with these latter. 

Then again, it is not necessarily the actual offering of the whole of the _ 
material that makes it ‘ Agniya * ; even if only ‘ Two-slices * are taken out 
of it (for being offered to Agni), that alone would make the whole of it 
^ AgnBya,' 

That is to say, all that the Nominal Affix (in ‘ Agniya ’) signifies is 
that the Gake is for the sake of Agni, and not that it is actually qfered to 
Him ; and there are two ways in which it could be for the sake of Agni : 
(1) by being actually and (2) by supplying the portion that -ts 

offered. For instance, in the case of the seoteme ^Vr^h^hh^ryajStaf \ve 
find that the FnAi-com is not what is actually offered, but it serves as the 
original substance out of which the offering nmterial is made"; and it is as 
such tluit the Corn is laid down in the sentence. Consequently, even though . 
the wlioU of the Cake is not actually offered, yet inasmuch as it would 
form the original substance out of which the ‘ Two^slices * are taken to be 
offered, it would be ‘ all the same ; and hence it is the pffenngpf 

the * Two-slices V only that make the Cake ‘ Igniyaf ^ 

^ T of explaining (the novi^ AgnBya* as applying 

to the Two-slices,—- (1) that the relationship of the Deity ik to 
from the tipfeic Cake to the * Two-^sllces/ and (2) that it is the fact of : th-. 

‘ Two-slioes ! (offered ) bomg taken out of the Cake that makes this 
^IgrtJByaf . - 

For ‘these tosons we conciude that th^ is nOt i? 

ffehm. 
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^ ( 41 ) : AUo beeauae tve find the word ^ Remnant.^ 

It is only when we accept the above conclusion, that we cau justify 
the use of the vtovd^QBsha* (‘Remnant’), in its direct meaning oi that 
^^ich has been left after the offering has been made. Then again, we are 
saved from the trouble of assuming the existence of a second Cake, for the 
sake of the Matter half,’ etc., out of which the slices for the sub- 
sequent FomaA* are laid down as to be taken out. (This assumption would 
be absolutely necessary for the Purvapakshi, as for him, tlie whole of the 
former Cake having been offered, it would be necessary to find a second 
Cake, out of which the slices for the subsequent Homas would be out). 


Against the above, the Opponent brings forward the following argu- 
ments : “ It has been urged that, like the number * seventeen ’ the name of 
^y^AgnBya' is restricted to the ‘ ’only. But this is not possible ; 

‘M)ecause owe * seventeen ’ hns been mentioned, without reference to any 
“particular Context, in regard to the Sami dhem verses, and not to any 
Sacrifiee'i ; and hence its relationship with these latter could only he 
“ inferi'ed, through that with the ShmidMuts ; but so long as a direct re- 
“ lationship is possible, it cannot be right for us to accept one that could 
“only bo inferred; and hence in tliis case, it is only natural that there 
“ should be a restriction. In tlie case in question, however, ive find that 
‘ the relationship with Deity (Agm) is not far-fetched, being distinctly’ 

‘ signified by the nominal affix, (in the word ‘ Agneyah ’) ; iu fact it would 
‘ be the relationship of the ‘ Two-slices* (witl» the Deity Ayni) that would 
‘ be far-fetched and indirect ; as iu the original Injunction, it is the whole 
‘of tlie Ashtdkap&la Cake that is spoken of as related to Agni ; while it is 
“ only a snpplomentnry Injunction (‘ Dvyavadilnena juhoti' ) that connects 
“ the ‘ Two-slices ’ with Him, 

“ The following argument might here be urged : ‘ of the Ashfdkapfila 
“‘ Cake, the relationship with the Sacrifice is far-fetched ; while that 
“ of the Two-slices is direct ; and so long as this latter is possible, there can 
“ be ttb necessity of assuming a far- fetched one (that of the Deity Agni),* 

“ But this is not right; because in that case, the sentence Dvyava* 
MnanjuhoH would come to be accepted as tlio original Injunction of the 
. “ Homa (and not the sentence ^ Agneycyshidhapdlah^ otQ,* ) ; as if the 
v ^onteuce * AguByo'sht&kttpSlaky e^^^ be restricted in its applica- 

‘liion, by the sentence * then it would be this latter 

“ stotence that would serve as the original Injunction of the JJorna in 
“ question ; and that would give rise to a Syntactical split in the sentence 
’ AgtiByo'shtdh^ etc.* as shown under the ffutra^ (> ; as -it 

“ has b already explained that nnieas a Sacrifice is inferred, such sen- 
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teiices as ‘ Ign^yo'sht^kafdlah^ ete.* can neither stand in need of another 
“ sentence, nor be related to any sacrifice. Consequently, oven though 
“ the connection of this latter sentence with a Sacrifice be an inferred one, 
“ yet, inasmuch as its signification would not be otherwise complete, it 
“ must be admitted that that connection has been already established (as 
“ without tliG sacrifice the Cake would not be offered^ and as such itcouldnot 
be spoken of as ‘ JgnBya *), and thus this connection being once estab- 
“ lished, it could not be set aside by any number of direct comectioM 
appearing subsequently. 

“ Nor, in the case in question, is any siich relationship as that of the 
“ general and the particular possible ; because there is no such relation-* 
“ ship possible between the whole (Cake) and the part (the ‘ Two-slices*), 
“ As a matter of fact, we find that the sentence ‘ Sgneyah, etcH distinctly 
*' enjoins the whole Cake (as to be offered to Agni) ; and so also does tlie 
“ sentence * Dvyavadftnami etc* directly enjoin the ‘ Two-slices * ; and 
“ hence the offering of both is equally authontative (and as such, the 
“ former could not be set aside by the latter) . 

“ Objection : “The offering of the portions other than the Two-slices 
“ would be laid down, only in a general way, by the generic word puro- 
and as such, would be less authoritative than that of the Twn^ 

“ slices,* 

** Reply : If the Cake had been laid down, with regard to its parts, 
“ then alone would the Injunction apply to the other parts, in a general 
“ way (as you say) ; as it is, however, the Cake is laid down directly by 
“ itself (as one complete whole). 

“ Tliat is to say, those texts that relate to Classes are taken as in- 
“ dicating the Individuals of those classes, because of the fact of no action 
“ being possible with regard to any Class ; and in this case, inasmuch as 
“ they would apply to the Individuals only by indirect Indication, it is 
“ only natural that they become a little weakened in their authority, on 
“ that account. In the case in question, however, we find that the whole ; 
“ (Cake) itself is not incapable of accomplishing the action {i,e, of hmig 
“ offered) ; and as such there can be no ground for having recourse to an in- 
“ direct indication with regard to that word (‘ Ishtdkapala*), If we were 
; to go on assuming sucli Indications, without sufficient cause (in the shape 
“ of Apparent Inconistency and the like), then, in that case, even those 
“ texts that relate to the parts of the Cake (the VTwo-slioes * f .1. ) we 
“ could go on taking as indicating the other parte ; and as such these too 
** would become weakened in their authority. . Consequentlyi, we must 
‘ admit that, just as in the case of the sentence \Dvyavadilnaf^ulwtif 
* Dvyay&ddna * (T wo-sHces) is accepted as being, by itselfj in- 
iJ^ depeudonay of ite parted the npfateri^ 
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manner, the AshtakapHtla Cake also could be taken up as the 
‘>maJtei*iaI enjoined, by itself, independently of any of its parts 

0 j-gtteh as the ‘ Two-slic^^ and the like); and when the Cake has been 

V ^ taken up as a 'wholes if its parts come in its wake, why should any one 
stop them (from coming? in) ? All that we insist upon is that these 

■ ^ parts do not become related (to the Sacrifice) by reason of any inherent 
'‘ capability in themselves ; and that the Injunction in question does not 
‘" refer to. them. And as to the fact of the whoU and the 'part not being 
“wholly distinct from each other, tliat would apply as much to the other 

parts of the Cake as to the ‘ Two-slicos* (and hence there could be no- 
“ thing to justify us in I’estrictiiig the oiiginal Injunction etc. ’ 

“ to the offering of the ‘ Two-slices ’ cut out of the Cake). 

“ Thus by taking the two Injunctions (‘ AgnByah, etc,* and ‘ Dryaradn- 

■ ^ nanjuhoti*) together, we come to the conclusion that what they mean is 
“ that (1) ‘having offered the Two-dicea we should offer the Remnants ; or 
“ (2) * there is an option*, by which at times we could offer the whole Cake, 
“ and at others the Two^sUces only; (3) or, inasmuch as the whole Gakc 
“ is enjoined in the original Injunction, the offering of that (like that of 
“ the AmiksH) would be more authoritative ; and as such tlio offering of the 
“ Ttvo-slices * could not be accepted either as rejecting it, or as an optional 
“ alternative to it, or as to be offered conjointly with it ; and hence this 
“ latter offering (of the ‘Two-slices*) would have to be taken as a wholly 
“ distinct action by itself, in accordance with Sidm II— ii 23 ; and at this 
“ action, the material (of the * Two-slices ’) would be taken from elsewhere, 

“ as it would have no connection with Ashtlfkap^la Cake. For, even if this 
“latter action were related to the previous action (at which the whole 
“ Cake has been offered), as the ‘ Two-slices ' would have to be taken fnim 
^^Volsewhere (as the Cake will have been wholly offered up),--4here would 
“be all the objections due to the question as to whether this other sub- 
“ stance is to be taken conjointly with the former Cake, or* only as its 
“optional alternative. (4) Or, lastly, when it has been duly ascertained 
: “that the iMe of the Cake is to be taken up, and we tind that the lu- 

junction with regard to the ‘ Two-slices * is incapable of laying down 

another action, on account of its laying down a mere accessory in the 
“ shape of the material,— we come to recognise this latter action as pe« - 
“ taining to the aforesaid ABMiihapUa Cake (as its purificatory rite) ; and 
“ then,inasniuch as thepMr(^<J«^fo»ha8 to be repeated as long as there is an 
object to be purified, it would become necessary for the ‘offering of the 
^Tm-sUm^ to be repeated (just like the Jyotlshtoma)^ for the purpose of 
;*■ produoing, in the principal material (the Cake), the qualities laid do wn in 
'“ the Veda; and this would become tantamount to the PuTvapah^a posi- 
tioh ^ken up in Sutra 39-‘^that the Injunctions in connection with the 
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“ ‘ Two-slices ’ etc., merely lay down the method by which the whole Cake 
“is to be offered; as there would be no authority for the offerings to be 
“made of the slices cwt owt of the Cake. 

“ In fact the offering of slices cut out of the Cake would involve a 
“ most objectionable (Preclusion). Because, in that case, tho 

“ Injunction could not have the Restrictive character ; because all parts of 
“ the Cake are equally capable of being offered. If it were yet to be 
“known which one of its parts should ho offered, and then in answer to 
“ that we had tlie Injunctions as to the offering of slices ‘ from the middle’, 
“ * from the front half ^ and so forth, — then alone could the Injuiictipii 
serve the purposes of a Restriction. As a matter of fact however, the 
“ of the Cake is known as the material to be offered ; and under the cir - 
“ cumstancos, the subsequent specification of the ‘Two-slices’ could not 
“ but be taken an precluding the use of the other parts of the Cake ; and as 
“ such it would be open to the three usual faults of the Preclusive Injunc- 
“ tion— -ris. the non-signification of its own meaning, etc. etc. These 
’■ faults are capable of being explained away only in those cases, where an 
“ Injunction pointing to the taking of that which is sought to be preclud- 
“ ed by the Injunction under consideration, is not definitely ascertained » 
“ aud has got to be assumed (ou the ground of Indicative Power, etc., etc.). 
“ In the case in question, however, the Injunction of the whole Cake (which 
“ is sought to bo precluded by the Injunctions as to the offering of the 
“ * Two slices,’ etc.) is fully ascertained, and has not got to bo assumed; 
“ and when it is thus fully established, the said Preclusion could 
“ never be shown to be free from the said objectionable features. Hence it 
“ must be admitted that there can be no offerings of slices cut out of the. 

“ Then again, if the name ‘ Agneya as mentioned in the sentence 
ignByo^shttikapdlah, etc.\ were to be restricted in its application to the 
“ ‘ Two-slices * meant to be offered in the sacrifice, then, in that case, the 
“ other portions of the Cake would cease to belong to any Deity ; aud 
“ hence the ownership of the Yajamdna in those would continue intact ; and 
in that case, we could never reconcile with this the Sutra III— iv-^50| 
“ 'vherein it is ai'gned that all the sacrificial priests are equally entitled, 
“with the Yajamdm^to the eating of the ‘Remnants as the latter has 
■‘ceased to have any ownership over them, after they have all been 
“ dedicated to the sacrificial Deities. 

“ The following ai’gumeufc might here be brought forward It is the 
“ ‘ Twp-slices ’ alone that is related to the actual dedication to the Deity ; 
“ but it is the We material that Is spent ; and the ownei^hip ceases by 
“ mere expenditure^ anji not by iHe cpanection of the gift with the peity . 
^ p(mse(piieatly tUero can be^n^ we hold^ with the 
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‘‘ assertions as to the cessation of tho Yajamindfs rights of ownership over 
“ the * 

“ But this is not true. Because at the very time tluit the sacrificer is; 
“ laying out the materials, he knows full well that such and such a quantity 
“ of them would be oflered ; and we see no reason for assuming that be 
spends more than what he knows he has actually to oifer. 

“ That is to say, at sacrifices, people spend the materials siin}>Jy for 
“the purpose of making offerings to tho Deities, and not by mere lavish- 
“ hess. Consequently, whatever they may have, iu excess of what is meant 
“ to be actually offered to the Deities, would be as wa.ypmi as the materials 
“that might be lying in the house of the Sacrificer. Nor, in the case in 
“ question, have we any Injunction for mere spendinij apart from the offering ; 
“ in fact, we find that the nymtlimj (even of that which is to be offered) is 
“only implied by the Apparent Inconsistency of tho rdntionship to the 
Deity (Agui) which is what i.s on joined (by means of the word ‘ Ayneyay 
“in the sentence in question). And this Apparent I neons is ten (5y can point 
“to the expenditure of just that much of the material which would bo 
“required for the offering to the Deity; because there can be uo iucon- 
“ gruity or inconsistency in the non-expenditure of any material over and 
“ above tliab (which is meant for the Deities). Because in all cases what 
“is desired is the proper completion of an Action ; and thus too, the said 
“ Apparent Inconsistency can point to the Injunction of the expenditure 
“ of only that much of the material as would be necessary for tlio proper 
“ completion of tlie Sacrifice, and of no more than that; consequently, just 
“as at the time that tho Corn is brought to the place of the Sacrifice, in a 
“cart, and four handfuls are taken and laid out near the altar, the 
“ownership of the master does not cease with regard to all the corn in the 
. “ cart (but only to those four handfuls), — ^so, in the same mamier, in the 
it “case in question also, even though the whole of the Cake might bo 
, “ brought up, the ownership of the sacrificer would cease with regard to the 
“ ‘ Two-slices * etc. only, and not with regard to the other portions of the 
“ Cake. 

“ The opponent might bring forward the folio-wing argument: ‘At 
‘‘ the time that the Cake is laid out on the altar, it could not have 
“ till then been divided into the middle pari, the front party etc.; and so 
; ■* even though the whole may not be meant to be actually offered, inas* 
“ much as the parts to be actually offered have not been differentiated, 
‘'cit wo be necessaryv till such differentiation, to consider the whole as 
Spent, (even though not offered). Because befoi-e such differentation, it 
“is not yet known from which part of the Cake tho Two-slic^St etc., would 
“be out out for the actual offering ; consequently if tho whole were not 
as epentf Wh just po.ssibjie tha? the said slim might . 
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“ be cu 6 out from that portion of the Cake, which may not be that which 
“ had been previously considered as spewi (or given away) j and this would 
“involve the unauthorised anomaly of offering that which had not 
“been considered as spenlj and not offering that which had been so 
“ thought, Consequently the expending (though not the actual offering) 
“must be of the mfioh Cake (and as such the sacrificer’s ownership over 
it will cease all the same, whether the whole be offered, or only a part). 

“ But it is not so ; because whou a general law has been carried into 
“ effect, there can be no occasion for the pax-ticular one ; consequently (if 
“ it is to have any functioning) this latter must operate from the very 
“beginning (i.e. before the general law has been actually carried into 
“action). 

“ That is to say, when a general law onco becomes carried into action, 

“ it can never be set aside by anything ; consequently if the Corn has been 
“brought in and laid out, in regard to the Deities, for the making of 
“the AslitnUapala Oake, it has begun to he looked upon as actually 
“offered to the Deities, and then if any portion of it be not offered, 

“ with regard to that portion, we shall have committed the anomaly 
“of not finishing what we had begun; and thus it is necessiary that 
“the whole should he actually offered. If, however, it be meant to 
** qualify the said general law by the particular one, that * the Two-dim \ 

“ alone should be offered,’— then, this must be done frem the very begin- 

“ning; and from tlie very beginning we must have it in our mind that* 

“out of the four handfuls of corn that have been brought in for the 
“ preparing of the AshtU^apiMoi Guke, I am laying out, for the sake of 
“ Agni, only that much which would be required for tlie making of tlie 
Two-slices \ and though we do not perceive any difference (among the 
y various portions of the Corn for the Cake), yet the words used for the 
“conveying of the offering may be such as— ‘ Only that much of the# 

“ Corn, as will be required for the Two-sUceSy is not nuns.’ Just as in 
“ordinary life, we find that when out of a heap of substances, one is 
“told to take ‘ as much as he likes,’ no particular portion of the Cake 
“ is specified, and yet the whole is not looked upon as spent away (by ; 
“those words), so, in the case ui question also (the whole heap of the 
. “ Coni brought in for the Cake, could hot be looked upon as spent away)> 

“ That we do not bring in only that much of Corn as would be required- 
“for the Tioo-sUces ovlyi is due to suoli express Injunctions as— ‘brings 
“ in four handfuls,’ ‘ the Cake is made of the sijso of the horse’s hoof’ ; 

“ and in view of these Injunctions, the ‘ ’ offered to the Deity 

**18 recognised to he only that whioji is takeii out of the C!ake of the 
“ specified size, qtc. ; apd hence the bringing tu of the Covu other than 
“ that required for thd^ TmMim ’ must be lopked upon as done in mere ^ 
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:*< obedience to tlie saia injunctions as to the quantity of Corn and tbe 
“ size of the Cake, and not fOr the purpose of actually spending away 
‘V anything more than the aforesaid ‘ Two-slices.’ 

' ^ Tims then, it most bo admitted that, just as in accordance with 

>:; th0 sentence ‘brings in the corn from the cart,’ which qualifies the 
bringing in and laying out of the Corn by the fact of its boing brought in 
fche cart, though there is a large quantity of aim in the cart, yet the 
^‘ ownership of tlie Sacrificer does not cease with regard to the tvhole 
quantity therein j so, in the same manner, even though the wliole Cake 
‘’would be laid out for the cutting out of it of the ‘ Two -si ices,’ yet the 
ownership would not cease with I’egard to it (except over the slices); 

“ and thus tlie ownership of the Sacrifice continuing over the rest of the 
“ Cake, he is quite entitled to execute, by means of that, any exchanges 
“ or purchases (of service, etc.) ; and this could not bo reconciled with 
“ the declaration that the Sacrificer ami the Priests are equally entitled 
“ to the ‘ Remnants.’ 

“ The above reasoning also serves to set aside the theory that the 
Asht^hapUla Oaie becomes * ZgnSya' (dedicated to Agni) by the tact 
’’of its supplying the ’Two-slices* actually offered to that Deity. 

Because in that case, too, there would be no justification for the spending 
“ of the rest of the Cake. Nor, like the Corn, could the Cake be spoken 
’’of merely as the origin (or soi^roe) of the ‘Two-slices,’ Because the 
“ Goi;n, by itself, is inedible, (and as such not capable of being offered by 
“itself), and enjoifted in a wholly different sentence {' VTihihhifijajSta')-, 

“ and as such it is necessarily regarded as laid down merely with reference 
“to the Sacrifice, at which, however, the only material to be offered con- 
“ sists of the Cake, which is enjoined in the original Injunction (of the 
“ Sacrifice itself), and whicli requires a substance out of which it could be ■ 
/’made; and hence the Corn could not be recognized as helping tho 
‘’ Sacrifice, except by serving as the substance of which the Cake is made. 

“ As for the Ashtakapeila Cake, on the other hand, it is quite edible by 
“ itself, and enjoined by the original Injunction of the Sacrifice ; and as 
"■ such it is quite capable of helping in the Sacrifice, directly by itself ; 

■ ■ specially as it is not found to be laid down as subsequent to the Injunc- 
; tion of the ‘Two-slices,* which would bo in need of the mention of a 
r^substance out of which it could be taken out; and hence tho Cake 
‘■ cannot be regarded as helping the Sacrifice, by merely serving as tho 
/-‘substance out of which the ‘ Two-slim ’ is taken. 

“Under these circumstances, we should like to know how the Sid- 
'; dhanti nieets the arguments in favour of the whole Cake being offered.” 
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To the above, we ofer the following refly \ Tho above arguments 
cannot be successfully met by those who are deluded into the belief that 
F/ff/rt and flbma are identically the same thing. As a matter of fact,, 
ho weyer, these are two distinct actions ; and on that we base oar explana. 

.. tion. 

That is to say, if the Injiinetion ‘ AgnSyah, etc.,’ had also laid down 
the actual throwing in of the offering, then, it could not be precluded by 
the Injunction in regard to the ‘ Two-slices’ ; and in that case we would 
have the olleiing of the whole Cake. But this throwing in could he 
regarded to bo laid down by the Injunction ‘ etc.,’ only if 

‘ Y(tga ’ and ‘ Homa ’ were identically the same action. As a matter of 
fact, however, these two are wholly distinct actions, as we have proved 
under the ^ahMntartldhiharana (II — ii — 1); and as for the arguments 
propounded in .support of this view by the Sutra itself, we shall deal with 
them under the Sutra IV — ii — 28; where we shall show that while 

* Ytiga ' consists in the mere resigning of one's ownership in favour of thr 
Deity f ‘ Homa ’ consists of the throwing in of the material, ownership 
lohich has been resigned in favour of tlis Deity. Though there are certain 
likely objections against this view, — such, f.i., as that in this case, the 
Dar^a* PUrnamdsa sacrifices, not being * Homaf should not be performed in 
the sacrificial fire, etc., etc., etc, ; but all these we shall refute under tho 
same Sfifra. 

Thus then, there being a. distinct difference between the two, we 
come to the conclusion that the sentence ^Agneyah etc.*’ enjoins just that 
much without w^hich the Cake mentioned would not be ‘ Agneya * (‘ dedicated 
to Agni ’); and as a matter of fact we find that for this (accomplishment of 
the character of ‘ Agneya ’) all that is necessary is that the Sacrificer 
'' should resign his otvuerskip, and that too in favour of the Deity Agni^— 
and not that the offering should be B>ctviMy thrown in. Under these 
circumstances, if we had no other sentence (such as ‘ DvyavadUnanjuhoti')^ 
then the action enjoined would be regarded in the following light * 
‘Having brought in the well-cooked and complete Cake, prepared in 
‘ eight pans, and placed it in a clean place (as is necessitated by usage) ^ 

* we should utter the words this is nojonger mine, thereby resigning our 
‘ownership (over the Cake) in favotir of the Deity ; and in due obser- 
‘ Vance of this resignation, we should never again assert our ownership 
‘ over that Cake ; for if w& did assert it, we would undo the former offering 
‘ and would be acting a lie ; specially as in a case where one thinks 
‘ from the very beginning, of asserting his ownersliip, tie does not use 
‘ the words, this is not mine, it belongs to the Deity ; but when we 

‘ once resigaed pnr p's^nership ih favour of the Deity, we would not tnin^ 

: ‘ what happens tb it sh^equeptily/ ■ Thi$ much having been asoe^aine^^^^^ 
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to W indicated sentence in question, it would have nothing t6 

^y 3 *egarding , what might be done next (and liorice in accordance with 
ihis senteu^ the ^Tajarndna could have no further I’espousibilities with 
regard to the oa^ 

stage we meet with other sen tern; esr—such as ^npastr- 
^ dvirha vis It 0 ^ ahlUgharayaUy* ' mluravaltanjxihoU' and so 

forth ; and these lead ns to the conclusion that ‘Two-slices out of the 
’ aforesaid Cake should he thrown Mo the fire in fact, every one of these 
sentences stands in need of a substanco out of which the materials spoken 
of should ho taken ; and as such every one of them has reference to the 
aforesaid Cake ; and they do not lay down independent substances. 

iu the .sentence ^ OatumvatUiriJithotl,' wo tiiid that in- 
» nsmuch as the Homa has not been laid down in tlio previous Injunction, 
the sentence cannot be taken as laying down the matenal { (Mtnrvattay 
in I'egard to tlie Homa ; but as for the material Caturavatta (Four-slices), 
brought about in accordance with the preceding sontenco {Ih irhavulio^ 
vadyatiy which speaks of cutting theyOake ‘twice'; and this twice- 
cutting would give rise to four-slices), we find that it stands in need of 
some purpose for which it could bo used ; ami hence all that the sentence 
can he j'ogarded as enjoining is the ^throwing (Homa) of the ‘ Fpur- 
islices ’ ; and as such it cannot be taken as laying dowoj the ^ Hoot a ns 
qualified by the Four-Hlices' As for the Ilomn, it consists of three 
fatjtors extending to its very completion [these) factors being, (1.) the 
resigning of the ownership, (2) in favour of the ncity, and (8) throw- 
ing into the li’ire ! ; and hence whenever the last of these factois (f.e. the 
Throwing in) is laid down, there arises the question, as to wliether the 
. other two factors are to bo taken as enjoined indopeiidently by Injunc- ^ 
tiohs assumed through Apparent Inconsistency, or they should be accepted 
as enjoined elsewhere (iu connection with .some other action). And so 
long as we can get at'these in a simple way, there can be no ju.stification 
for. having recourse to a more complicated method; and hence, in accord- 
^Jince must ho admitted that the sentences 

yrpfejt* t6{^^ Oakey with regard to which the two factors— of 

and that to a Deity— nve already known (being laid down 
‘ Agn^yahy etc,*). ISTor would this involve any incoiupati- 
the been originally laid down as 

■: «.dii^S|^^tixiliary t6Hhe Sacrifice; as that wh \s thrown into the FtVe, 
vihseia erf being an auxiliary to tlie Sacrifice to Agni. 

yhere el^^nld have been: only if the slices were thrown 

^ to a peity other than Agni, or if they \vere used in an action 

^ the jm|urr of Sacnfice^. In thcicase in question, how- 
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Thus then, filie sense of the virliole comes to be this : * The Sacrifice 
sIiouIlI be perfomed wdth the Aehtakapiild Cake kept in a ceitain place/ 
and * Tiw-slms ont of that Cake should be thrown into a certain place ■; 
and then coming across the sentence ‘ at the altar one keeps the offering 
material on the grass/ we conclude that * the Saorifice should be per- 
formed with the Cake placed on the grUss at the altar ^ and in accordance 
with the injunction (hat * the is offered into the Sacrificial Fire/ we 
come to the conelnsion that ‘the Vwo^sUces offering is to be thrown info 
the Sacrificial Fire.’ 

Now then, there remains yet another question to be dealt with : Is 
this Horna (of the Two-dices) something wholly different from the previous 
Snerijice (of the Cake), at\d forms a mei'e part of the procedure of this 
latter ? Or is it a part of the same Sacrifice, which, being stretched to 
a further point (to that Homa)^ becomes a little modified in its form ? 

And on this question, we nnheijitatingly deedaro that the latter 
alternative is the correct one. Because if it were a wholly distinct action, 
then it would have a wholly different material and Deity — ^jiist as we 
find in the case of the and other such Homas. While in the 

case in question we find that, in accordance with the QahiMntarddhikaram 
(Il—ii— -1), it must be admitted that it is the same Sacrifice that, being 
stretched, further, develops into the Hwna. 

Nor does this involve a disappearance of the original sacrificial 
character of the action, as the /Zowta also is a particular form of Sacrifice] 
and though it is possible for the General to exist wdthoufc the Particular, 
there is however no Particular possible without the General. Just as, 
Avhen we say ‘ bring the tree if we add ‘ of the Cm^pd^ this addition i>s 
in no way contradictory to the original sentence, —so, in the same manner, 
having said * one should samj/ke/ there can be no contradiction in the 
subsequent addition of ' Homa.^ Thus then, it must be admitted that 
in the case in question, it is the Samjl?r<? itself that is performed in tysfo 
forms, :-~with the whole Cake: the one, that is modified into the 
being performed with tlie * Two -slices/ and the generic form (in the , 
form of an offering in a general way) being accomplished with the rest 
of che Cake,- -and both i hese forms of the Sacrifice — ^the General and the 
Particular— are accomplished at one and the same time; sis at the very 
time that the ‘ Two-sliee ’ offering is being thrown into the Saonficial 
Fire, the and th& Anmdkyd Mantras recited; at the 

time) keep on recallmg the fact of the whole Goke having been previously 
Set aside, for. the Deiti^^ 

Thus then, it must not be thought that, becaua^^ VT wo^sHee ' 

offering only that is tained in t|ie/>7«ft|i ;; (the> ©ffering v ; hifd 

y?hieh;;iy-.teke^:.up/,iby 
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t l>®ipg offered, --^thereforo, it is that alone that has been 
set itsi^e for the Deities. Because what should be done by the Sacrificer 
■ in scriptural lore, is tlmt 

i jira^ injunctions of the Veda, they should jointly per- 

(0nn the Mtting aside dedicating to the Deities, while the Adh- 

; shouH^ perform the additional operation of throwing the ‘'I'wo- 
slice ’ offering' into the Fire. Nor does this additional operation ]>rodiiGe 
any change of form or ugliness in the Sacrifice ; because, on the strength 
of Vedic texts, we are led to believe that this additional operation adds to 
tlie beauty of the Sacrifice. For, certainly, the fact of one foot of man 
having gone forward before the rest of the body does not make any dilYor- 
ence in the man ; imd iu the same manner, in the case in question, if tlio 
iOne foot (part of the Sacrifice), the ‘Two-slice’ offering, is made to go a 
step farther, in the shape of being thrown into the Fire, that does not 
involve an incongruity, inasmucli as the enjoined fact of tho Sacrifice 
being performed with the tr/io^c Oake will have been duly accomplished, 
all the same. Consequently we might take the Principal Action (Sacri- 
fice) itstdf to have the said aforesaid two forms. 

Or, the factor of ‘ Ydga ’ may be taken as tho Frincipal^ and that of 
as the Subsidiary : inasmuch as in ilie sentence mentioning the 
remit' (».e. the sentence '\Dar^a-Purmmds(lhhy(lrn svargaktlmo yajeta^)^ 
we find it mentioned in direct connection with tho ‘ Yaga and as for the 
‘ ifowirt,V it is simply found to be mentioned inclose proximity with it, 
wheiioe it is regardeil to be the subsidiary (of that Ydya), 

Though the Homa is accepted to be out of tho same matenal as the 
Y&ga, yet the former could be very w’^ell taken as subsidary to the latter, 
just like the washing j etc., of tho Corn. Nor is it absolutely necessary 
; that all actions that pertain to a common object .should be regarded as 
Equally Primary in their character; as we actually find all purificatory 
|itea( which are admitted to be subsidiaries) pertaining to the same object 
as the Primary Sacrifice j there being some of these rites that are per? 
forni^' Ijiefore, and some after, the performance of the Primary Sacri- 
ftpe j Mliile some are done simultaneously with this latter. 

declare thus: “The Homa under consideration (i.e, 
yHha^oi the ^ Two-slices ’) is of the nature of those purificatory rites 
“ that are done after the Primary Sacrifice, as this Sacrifice, in the 
- sh?||»e of dedicating the material to the Deity, is found to have been 
■ ‘ eolffpleted at the time that the material is laid out on the altar.” 

V not correct ; . because the Sacri/ice, that is to be performed 

With; the ‘ Ca/ce, oanupt bo compioted by mean.s of the Corns in the 
inedible: (uncooked) state j and if the Sacrifice could be accom* 

;jlished"..at the time of thO; laying out of the Corns, theu, in tli tt case, if, 
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after that, the material flhoald fee destroyed, spoilt or stolen, there could 
be no need of bringing in a fresh supply (as the Sacrifice having been 
completed there would be no further need) ; and this would be a direct 
contradiction of what is said under ; and also of what tlie 

Bhashya says in connection with the animal that has been killed at the 
Sacrifice — ‘ it is protected as belonging to somebody else, as it would, in 
time, be connected w'ith the Deity (to whom it should be offered)/ Hence 
it must be admitted that, at tbe time of laying out of the materials 
all that is done, in tluj way of offering it, is the iletermlmition to give^ in 
the words ‘ I shall offer this to such and such a Deity/— --and not the 
actual Sacrifice \ as this latter, which has for its procedure tlie aforesaid 
offering^ and consists of the making of that offering to a certain Deity, is 
found to be duly completed only at the time that the material is actually 
thrown into the Sacrificial Fire; and hence it is only at this time that 
the Sacrifico is acoornplisiied by means of the whole Cake ; and the ' Two- 
slices^^ whieW is a part of that sacrificial auxiliary (in the shape of the 
Cake), is purified by means of the ^ throwing into the fire,* which is a 
subsidiary of the Principal Sacrifice, 

Thus then, inasmuch as tlie due accomplishment of the Sacrifice is 
accompanied (or marked) by the said ‘throwing in* (or Eoma), before this 
latter is done the Sacrifice iiiust be looked upon as incomplete ; and hejvco 
if the material be dostroycMl, spoilt or stolon (before the Roma has been 
dquo), it is only right that another supply of the material should he 
brought in. For even though the Howa is a sanctificatoiy rite, yet it is 
not absolutely incapable of being the means of having fresh materials 
brought in ; specially as even such offerings as the SvUhtakrt and the 
like will be shown to bo incapable of justifying the bringing in of fresh 
materials, on tlie sole ground of the Sacrifice having been duly completed 
(even before these offerings). 

If, however, this ‘throwing in * (Homa) were the Primary action, 
i then the Darfa-Purna7niisa would be spoken of ns ^ Homa' (andmot as 
/ ftnd further, inasmuch as no Primary actions are ever found 

to be transferred to the Modifications of Sacrifices, there could be no 
* JBToina’ in the Saunja and other modifications of iho Darga Purnd^fisct ] 
and as such at these, the materials would have to be offered, without 
being thrown into the Sacrificial Fire. Whereas in case the JBfowa is 
taken as suhsidiary, there would be a transference of this into those modi- 
fications, and so the offoinngs at these would have to be thrmon into the 
Sacrificial Fire. 

As for those In junotious which originatively lay down the 
itself, even though the factor of ‘ Sacrifice ’ wpuUl form the fiVSt half 
of such actions, , yet *it wontd be this latter that would efehstiidte tte^^^^ 
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SoefZ. Qi*, ib these c^ses, the ' Sacrifice ’ may be taken as subsidiary to 
. the ^ these cases the factors of * giving away ’ and * dedicating 

;to>^ ’ may be taken as itnplied by the * Ilonui' itself. lu the case 

of thd pnginative Injunctions of 8 acrijicesy on the other hand, inasmuch 
^^ tbotwo factors of ‘ giving away * and - dedicating to the Deity ’ are 
already pointed out by the mention of ‘Saci'ifico* itself, the subsequent 
; mention of * Homa ’ comes to be taken as pointing out only the third 
factor of ‘ throwing in,’-— just as in the case of the sentencos ‘ AhavaniyB 
ynpa^akaifj hotavijfih,- And thus it is established that the Ilovm is sub* 
stdiary to the Sacrifice, 

Such being the case, we find that the Gakc is mentioned in connec- 
tion with the ‘ Y&ga^ (‘Sacrifice’), and not in connection with the floma ; 
and the Homa also is laid down for the ‘ Two-slices,’ and not for the 
whole Cake ; aud hence the Ifoma comes to bo recognized as being done 
with the ‘Two-slices’ only, and with no more of the Cake. Then as 
for til e whole Cake, ina.smuoh as it has been given aic>ty (or dedicated) 
to the Deity f even though it be not thrown into the Fire, it i.s only natural 
that the Sacrifice!’ should not look upon it as his ’own’; nor would there 
be any of the objections attendant upon Preclusions. 

Consequently, the operatious, that are laid down as to be done with 
the ‘ lien man ts,’ would be duly accomplished by means of the ‘4ieni- 
nttnis ’ left ufter the ‘ Two-slices * etc. have been cut out of the Oake. 

Or, we might even go so far as to declare that there is no difference 
between the ^ Yaga' and the ‘iTowu’; as both form the fore and hind 
parts of the same action ; just as we find in the case of the God Naramnha 
(Man- Lion, who has the head of the lion and the bocij’ of Man). 



AUHIKABAISA (16). 

(The SviDJiiakn should ba performed out of all Kemnaots] 

smrn {4:2): ^‘Inasmuch m the Aetiofis do not tend 
'to the hnnyinf/ in (of materials), they should he 
perforttud out of one {Hernomy only: epeciaUy 
as the Remnant is a secondary factor, 

O offerings have been thrown into the 

Saonficial Five, there are left behind the Remnants of the materials- 
and we now proeeed to consider how, in what manner, the SvinUahH 
and other ofteruigs are to be made out of these Remnants. ’ ‘ 

L The question is as to whether these actions .should be done with 
every one of the materials, or with only any one of them]. 

Inasmuch as the opponent thinks the aotious in question to be 
primary ones, he puts forward the following— 


PURVAPAKSHA. 

. « '* materials. Even though 

• these actions ai-e primary actions, yet, if the materials had been brought 
in solely for the sake of these actions, then, for the sake of paying 
^ regard to all of those materials, even though the Sacrifice would be 
accomplished by means of any one of the materials, like the slices cut 
ut ot the animal body, yet we would have connected the Sacrifice 
wi h every one of the materials. As a matter of fact, however, it is 
not so ; as the actions in question do not tend to the bringing in of 
^ matermls (f^ the sake of themselVes)j and hence, iust ^ the ^ 
case of the ri«/bpafflpa-*;a|,afa, so in: the case in question alsd, the; 
actions would be performed with any one of the materials only.” 

^tdi a {4S). ftlso bechuseii of the sanctif eationhaninff 

^^>The^etion8 in g«e«tion, even if: they are meiely s^^^^ : . 

tniii . f bt * Sgch sanctification <rf t)ie Principal Actioui as is hot 

.V^^^mplish^ by the #rf», Rmnaut ,mt of a single 

m^teml, there would be no need of: any other material. : . 

hentohoe ,* takrt sakl ' 
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^y$S.^ h^ would be duly obserred only by the offorinq; of all the 

materials, in the manner of a single action, there vvoahl be no uocd for 
thehient^^ (^sakH'). 

; pr^ the Bntm may be explaified as that the offering of the llemmnts 
nil fJie matenals^ only if they loere snndi/lcoiory 
\ as a matter of fact, however, they are not so, inasniiich as the 
*• Remnants are already sanctified by means of other purHicatory rites. 

It might be argued that even if it were so, t here would be nothing 
“ wrong in having yet another purificatory rite pevronnod. And in reply 
*Ho this, also we have the Sutra itself, taking this to niean that, (that is 
V not possible) a$ the Ume for piirificaiions h(u passed otl\ that is to say, the 
“material stands in need of purifications, only so long as it has not 
“ been utilized ; consequently, after the completion of the Principal Sacri- 
“fice (at which a certain material has been used), there can bo no need 
“ for any further purificatory rites performed wii h regard to that ;rnnt(M‘ial ; 
“ and as such thei'e can he no farther occasion for any such rites.” 

SIDDHANTA. 

(44) ; They should be done out of all materials : 
ns the reason applies equally to all ; and also he^ 
cause the Hanetifi cation is for that purpose. 

According to the definition given in 11— i— 8, the Actions in 

question are merely purificatory in tlieir nature ; and among ; Purifica- 
tory actions ’ also, they belong to the sub-class of ‘ Fratipntti ’ (or Actions 
of Disposal), ill accordance with the Siitra IV— ii — 19; and as sncIi 
these are required by all the materials concerned, as all of these have 
equally served their purpose in connection with the Principal Sacrifice. 
Though it is quite true that these actions do not tend to bring in any 
maftena.ls, yet inasmuch as those actions themselves are such as are 
hroqght about by the substances (Remnants) under questibn, they cannot 
but pertam those. Even when the Principal Sacrifice has been 

.duly completed, if we find the Remnants of the materials offered at it, 
the^. arises a desire to know in what way these should bo disposed of, 
it is only right that we should have the Injunctions as to 

the said Remnants are to be 

we find indications (by 

■ certain words). 

V ^ seufehca ^ soArt sohrt mstakftB avad'^aftf yf^ find that the 

(once) is explicable only if the C 
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(hna *) be taken as to be done out of all the Romnants, and that too only 
for offerings, which are mero\Y santUficatory ip, their character. 

These also serve the purpose of showing the uses of tlio 

/foregoing Adhikarana. That is to say, the question being, that— if 
tlie sake of the offerings of Memnants^ the also should admit 

of tlie fact of the whole material not being given away (at the Principal 
Sacrifice), what would be the use of all the discussion in the foregoing 
Adhikarana ? — the answer to tins is to be taken as supplied by ibe Sntras 
(of the present Adhikarana)^ explained in the mrinner shown above; 
That is to say, inasmuch as, according to the Purvapnksha, the materials , 
would not tend to bring about the offerings in question, these latter would 
have to be done out of a siuigf/o material ; and in that case, the materinl 
of the Svishtakft wbnld have to be wrested forcibly from the Principal 
Sacrifice; and as the single offering would have (?omp]etecl the whole 
offering (to Svishtakrt), the whole material would be purified by that, 
and there would be no need of the offering being made out of the otlie)* 
materials. Whereas, in accordance with Siddhantu^ the fact of all 
the materials equally tend to the offerings in question, as also that of 
certain words of the Vedic texts being indicative of it,— distinctly point, 
to the view of the Siddhdnta (that the offerings are to be made out of all 
which appears as the useful conclusion arrived at by the 
help of the foregoing ^d/wA;«rdwa; just as in the Adhikarana dealing 
with tlie PaurnamUsi Sacrifices, 



ADHIKARANA (16). 


[The Offerings of the Svi?takrt and the rest should be made out of 
the ITirst Material.] 

PORVAPAKSHA. 

Sutra If the offerings tvere to he made otit of 

^^ one only 9 then they eould he done out of any one 
^^that one might like; ns all of them are equally 
capable of being usedJ^ 

[Admitting, for the sake of argument, that the said Offerings are to 
be made out of a single material, there arises the question as to whether 
they should be done out of the first, or out of any of the Remnants that 
wo might like to utilise; —and on ^is we have the Purvapah$ha as laid 
down in the Sutra, 

Though the word meant to be used was ‘ ynthnhflmyam* yet, inas- 
much as it is meant to be a qualification of Buddhi (Idea), it is spoken of 
in the Feminine gender; and as such w-e have the Feminine ending * tihh,' 
in accordance with the Sutra ^ shidgattrffdibhyapca* {Panini^ IV— i — 41); 
and then there being an elimination of the * ya ’ of the ^ shyan^ affix, in 
accordance with the ^ halastaddhitasya'' (Pdnini \l — iv — 150), we 

get the form ‘ yatMJidim' 

SIDDHANTA. 

Siitra (i*I): They must be done out of the principal 
as that is the first (to present itself). 

The Offerings of Remnants are due to the existence of the Remnants, 
fl-s also to the necessity of doing what is enjoined in the Veda ; and hence, 
they come to be related to that material which happems to be mentioned 
(before the other materials) in the scriptural text bearing upon 
^he qtiestiph ; hnd as, at that^ there would be no incongruity in the 

material, it is directly made. And when 
i %i^;has be injunction has been carried into effect, and hence its 

miunotive fiinctioh cea and there being no reason for the 

such offerings were made, they would 
incompatible the sense of the Injunction. Qonsequently, they are 
nfotto 1^ 

’HlSlwyV'-y.-.. 



ADHIKARANA (17). 

[The division of the Cake is for the purposes of eating.j 

Satva (48) : Inasmuch as the *Eatin{f^ is not found 
^ito be mentioned^ the tvord ^ Dana ^ should he taken 
the sense of ^ Purchase^ (or Exchange)*” 

In connection with the Quai*tiering of the Cake, we find the parts 
pointed out as ‘ Idam Brahmanah * etc. And tliere arises the question as to 
how these parts come to be pointed out as belonging to the Brahma and 
others; and it being found that the^e sentences lay down giving of the 
parts to the priests, there arises the question as to whetlier this Giviwf 
is laid down simply as a means of purchasing the services of those 
Priests, who could do anything tliey liked with the portions of the Cake 
received by themr-or it is laid do^wn for tljie due fulfilment of the action of 
Disposal (of Remnants), which is accomplished by their being eaten by ‘ 
thei Priests. 

And on this question, we have the following— 

PtTRVAPAKSHA. 

- The giving is laid down as the means of i\xo purchasing of their ser^ 

“ vices. Because in the case in question we do not find any .such senten- 
ces as, ‘ Yajamanapancamd iddm hhaksayantij' laying down either the 
“predominance of the material ^ or the actual Eating of that. Conse* 
“quently, inasmuch as Materials are accessories to Sacrifices, and as they 
“ are found to be given to only those that have been connected with the 
“ performance of the sacrifice, it must be admitted that, even ihpqgh thei’e 
“ is no direct declaration of Purchase^ yet the giving of the 
“ that of the Sacrificial Fee, cannot but be regarded as serving the purposes 
“ of the said pMrc^a5<?.” 

Satra XHd): Also because of these being praised as 

“ We find the Giving of the Cakes eulogised as— * * Isfcd vai Dargappr^ 
mmSsayordgkski?^ and there can be lio doubt 

“ that this pei*tai»s to of the " 
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SIDDHANTA. 

Siitvci^ * It must be for the purposes \of eating; 
hecmtse as regards the material they are all equal. 

. T Divison of the parts of the Cake among the Priests is not foivthe 
purposes i^4he Purchase i because in all cases we find that a Purchase is 
efiected by something belonging to one’s self; and when the Cake has 
been given away to the Deities, there is no person having any sort of 
ownership over it. 

That is to say, inasmuch as the whole Cake has been given away 
to the Deity, the Sacrificer is no longer its owner; and as such he has 
as much ownership over it as the Priests, Brahma and the rest ; con- 
sequently just as these latter could not make any gifts of the Cake, so 
! too the Sacrificer. Consequently if he were to effect a purchase (by giving 
the Cake in exchange for the services rendered), ho would be asserting his 
rights of ownersliip over it; and thereby he would he undoing the gift that 
he has previously conveyed to the Deity. For these )'easons, we cannot 
admit tlie giving to be for the purposes of Purchase, 

Then there remains the question — “ On what grounds’ do you take it 
“ to be for the purposes of PJating P*’* 

And to this we offer the following answer : — 

. We have already explained that the Lihga (or Indicative face) of a 
tiling consists of its capability ; and this is admitted, on all hands, to be 
the means of ascertaining the use to which that thing is to be put; then 
there can be no doubt that the Cake is capable of being eaten^ as it is found 
to be so by its very nature. 

The Bhxisya has made the declaration—* We have never seen the BrahmA 
and other priests in any way helping the parts of the Oahe' But this is not 
quite proper; as they are actually found to help them in their Disposaf. 
Then goes on the JSAfisya vvith anotlier declaration — * On the other hand,, we 
find the Part^^ Oake helping the Priests'; and this too is not proper; as 
ip that case the giving would come to be for the purposes of the Purchase ; 
;as, (1) it is not by being alone that the Oake could help them,— ^it 
plight help them, in some way or other, even merely by being taken 

■ home ; (2) as it will be explained in all cases, that the Bating in meant as a 
purificatory of the material (and not as helping the Priests) ; and (3) the 

. Bating 16 not spdken of as boing left off, on the occasion of any Penance, 

■ and certainly all things connected with the ilfu^ would cer* 

Wuly cease on 

; ^ ^ reasons, we must explain the BhaayaVih the following 

■ There is no doubt that there is a Disposal of the parts of the 
tot still, when we come to seet? for the special; purpose served by 
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the vestnction of the performers (of this Disposal, to the Priests only), we 
conclude that the purpose of this lies in the fact of the action hringing 
about a certain purificatory power in those performers; because so long as 
we 'can find a visible purpose, we can have no authority for assuming 
an impercoptible one. And there can be no doubt that the purificatory 
rite that is most intimately connected with the performer is r^e Eating; 
and hence even if they wore to carry their shares home, unless they would 
eat them, they would not bring about any effects in themselves ; conse- 
quently, howsoever far they might carry them, it is absolutely necessary 
that they should at last eat them. 

Thus then, (1) inasmuch as there would he no reason for passing 
over the first of such rites that is cognised, — (2) as the capability (of the 
Cake itself), and the fact of the portions being pointed out as belonging to 
such and such Priests, distinctly point to the necessity of the Eating that 
has been coniraonoed, — we conclude tl»at it is the Eating that helps 
the Priests, Brahma and others. As for the ‘Remnant* that stands in 
need of Disposal, its natural capability shows that the best manner of its 
disposal consists of its being Eaten, 

Sutra ( 51 ): As for the said Praise of the Giving, it Is 
due to the said pointing out. 

As for the above-quoted eulogy — ' Esh^-Dalcsina,^ it must be es- 
. plained, as refering to the desirable effects that follow in the wake of the 
Eating, or as due to the fact of the portions being pointed out as belonging 
to hrahmdi, and thus hearing some sort of a similarity to the Sacrificial 
Fee {Daksind), 

For these reasons, it must be admitted to be fully established that 
the Injunction with reference to the Division of the Cake, is for the pur- 
pose of its being Eaten (by the Priests), 

Thus ends the Pada of Adhyaya III. 



ADHYAY A III. 

PA DA V. 

ADHIKAllANA (1). 

[Tho ofEerings of the Soisfakrty etc., are not to be formed witli the 
Butter in the DArMi7a-veflsel, etc., etc.] 

Sutra (1) : (The Offering of the Remnants should be made) oat 
the Batter also; (1) because of the mention of 

We now proceed to deal with tho suppression of the too extensive 
application of the law propounded in Sutra lit — IV — 41. 

[In connection with tho Darga-Purnamasdy wo have the sentence 
*uUar^rdhat SvtsiakriB saimvadyati,* " Ifiamu^alwayatiy and so on, laying 
down the various Offerings of Remnants. And with regard to those senten- 
ces, there arises the question as to whether the Svi^ahrt offering, heroin 
laid down, should, or should not, be made out of the Butter used at the 
TJpdtmguydja.'] 

And the Sutra recalls, from the Sutra III — iv— 44, tiie following— 
PfJRVAPAKSHA. 

“ (The offering in question must he made out of the said Butter), as 
“it is only then that we could justify tlie subsequent description ‘out of 
all materials,’ which mentions all materials^ without any exception (and 
“hence the leaving out of the Butter would not be in keeping with the 
-“Description.)’* 

i^tra (2) : (2) Also because of the reasonf^ 

a historical narrative in the Veda (“The Deities said to 
carry offer in ga to ua; he replied, I crane ike hoon of having c 
“ a sAare in the sacrificial offerings ; they said— name it ; he replied— tria?/ 
'y they offer to mCy one by one, the slices out of the latter half ;)— which shows 
: “ the reason for which offerings are made to Svisiakrt ; and there can be 
, “ no.doubt> that thfe reaao^^ as applicable to %l in case of Butter as to 
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“ aiiy Other materials ; as the reason given is t;hat---Vbecau6e 
“carries the Offerings to the gods, he craved the boon of a shave in the 
“ offerings * ; and as a matter of fact, we find that the Butter also has been 
“ carried by him to the Deities of the UplUm^uydja ; and it follows from tins 
“ that he should have an offering out of this Butter also.’* 

■■■ ■ ■ . ■ ■ . ■ • 

Sutra ( 3 ): Because in reyard to a c&rtain {election) 

^Hve find the word * samavatta.^ 

“The word ^ Ekasmin^ ^in. regard to a certain action; or it may 
“mean that, according to you, the SkldhUnii^ if a dngle material ho 
“ out out for the offering to 8oi§pakrf , then there would be no sense in the 
‘fword ^ Samamtta* which signifies ‘being cut out together with other 
“ materials ; whereas according to u.s, inasmuch as the Butter would also 
“ be cut out ami offered to him, along with the other materials, the word 
' Samavatta* would bo (luite relevant and compatible. 

“ Wo now proceed to show' where this WMird ^ Samavatta' is actually 
“found : we have a Sacrifice laid down in the sentence, ‘ Adityah prayanl- 
“ ya^oarurhhavati ’ ; and in connection with this same Sacrifice, we find 
“the declai’ation, * Hjyasyainam carnmalfhipitrynjyabhdgnh Fathyadayar;- 
catasro dBvatd yashtavyak*, which lays down four sacrifices, wduch, hy 
“ reason of their having the same material as tlie Uptfm(*uyaja^ must 
“be regarded as the modifications of tlris Inttcr; while the Sacrifice 
“laid down in the first sentence— i,e. the Adityacwm Sacrifice — is the 
modijication of the Sacrifice; and in counectiou with this 

“ last Sacrifice, we find the declaration, ^ A gnayB Scishfakrie samavadyaH\; 
“ and if only one part of the Oaru were to be offered to Svistakrt, then we 
“ should have had the word ^amdyatV\ whereas if the offering be made 
“also out of the original Butter used at the then in this 

“ latter case also the Sacidficial offering Avould have to he made ; and this 
“ necessitating the cutting out (and offering) of both the Guru and the 
But ter f the use of the word * Savadydti ' fully justified. For 

“ this reason, too, it must be admitted that the Offering.s of Remnants are 
“ to be made out of the Butter also.*’ 

Sutra ( 4 ) : {4^) Because we find an Arthdvdda of . 
SvistUkrt with reference to the Butter 

“ find the passage— ‘ 4 aodffSyd dhrumm pratyahhighdra- 

^ vadHya na jgratyahhighSrayatV (‘ Having made each 
offering, one refills the Dferwvd yessel, but wben he has made. the offevii^g 
“ to Sdshtahrty lio does not refill it *) ; and in this the word: ■ (ih ; 

'j * Refills ’:) distinctly shows that ■the offerings re* ■ 
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to are those taken out of the Dkruvu vessel, as is also justified bj* 
the Very nature of this vessel itself, which is apparently found to he meant 
** to servo the purpose of holding the offeniig materials. And hence it 
v ^ the oiToring that is made to Svisfahrf, is also taken out of 

>Hhe ; as is .shown by the prohibition (in the passage quoted) of 

after the oiTering to Svlsfakrt has been 
“ made. And then again, the distinct injunction, that ‘ there should be no 
“ offerings after that to *, also indicates that the previous !£<?• 

'^fillings (spoken of as following after each offering bus been made) were 
“solely for the sake of (being offered to) SrisfakH. Oonsecpiently, in 
accord an ee with the Siitra ^ Tat sllmany flit etc' it mnsf bo admitted' 
lllat tho offerings of Heninants should bo poi’fonnod ouf= of all tln> 
“materials.*’ 

SIDDHANTA. 

Sutra {b)\ There helnf/ no liemnant (of the Butter), it 
could not he so;— the absence of Itemnanf heimj 
due to the tvhole of it havlnfj been taken up. 

Tlie ofi'erings of Remnants are made only when there is a Re.miian<> 
left of tho material used at tlie Principal Sacrifice. As a mat ter of fact, 
we find that there is ii ) Remnant loft of the Butter used at the Uparnpi- 
yaja ; for the simple reason that the whole of it has been taken up by the 
Sacrifice, 

By the next Sutra we proceed to show why the whole of tho Butter is 
taken up. 

Sutra (6): There could be no ^ Remnant’^ in the Dhv%i^ 
va; because this belonffs in common (to many actions). 

fn the Dhruva, there can be no ‘ Remnant ’ of tho UpaniQU-ytija ; (1) 
because the Butter that is brought in it is not related exclusively to any 
; particular action ; and hence nil actions that are to be done with Butter, 
are done out of the Butter in the Dhruva; as is distinctly authorized by 
sentence * SarvtSsmat vtf Had gfhyate^ 

■ For the Tattiriyas also (though they have no such tex t as * Sarvamal 
ptad gfhyatS * ), we find that the UpHmguytij a is mentioned in the cour.se of 
the mention of such actions as the UpaHaram, AbMgktlram and tlio 
l|ke*, apd hence the sentence ^ upastrntinmbhujMrayannfijyasya yajan* 
(Butter) is a material belonging in common to all 

;-;|hes0:aetions.' 

case ol^H things that are commoli to many— fii. an 
::^?^^ffibly, a Forest-picnic, Cpnipany-dinners, and juch other things,— we , 
when the Bharepfonebas been taken awpy by him, hiaconnectiofg: 
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with the material ends then and there ; and to the rest of the thingr, the 
remaining owners are entitled, and as such that cannot be spoken of as the 
‘ Remnant * of the share taken away ; and consequently, in such cases, the 
rest of the material, not having served its purpose, could not stand in 
need of Disposal. When, however, all the persons entitled have taken up 
their respective portions, then there does arise a need for Disposal^ hut 
that too in keeping with the coranipn character of the material. Thus then 
in the case iu question, when a portion of the Batter in the Dkruva is 
taken out for the purposes of the UpSmQu-ySja, there is no ‘Remnant- 
of the poHion of that Sacrifice ; as the rest of the Butter in the vessel has 
still got to serve its purpose in connection with the subsequent actions of 
UpastaranayAbhighiirantiy and the like ; and it is admitted on all hands that 
the Offerings of Remnants are merely meant to be the Disposal of mate- 
rials that have served all the purpose that they had to serve, and are no 
longer required ; and as such they could not take up those materials 
which have yet to serve certain purposes. For these reasons it must bo 
admitted that there can be no ‘ Remnant * (of Butter) in the Dhruvd. 

As for the common ‘ Remnant* that would be left after all the said 
actions have been completed, we have an altogether different Disposal laid 
down for that, — in the form known as ‘ Sumashtiyajuit.* If this (‘ Samash^ 
iiyajnh') also be regarded as an independent Principal Action, just like 
the Upastarana and the rest (and not as a mere ‘ Offering of Remnant ’), 
thou, in that case, the presence of any ‘ Remnant * in the Dhmvd would be 
all the more impossible (as the ‘ SamasKtiyaju ’ is distinctly laid down as . 
consisting of the offering of all the Butter that might be found in the 
Dhruvrij after the f7pa»4ara«a and the other actions have been done). As 
a matter of fact, however, we can quite reasonably take this Samashpi- 
yajuh as a mere Action of Disposal ; (1) as, on referring to the text of the 
Taittinyaf we find that it is originatively related to another action ; (2) 
and as, being mentioned as ‘ ffoma \ it cannot be regarded as a Sacrifice, 
And then, inasmuch as this Action is laid down as taking up all the 
Butter in the Dhruvd^ it naturally precludes the performance of all the 
other Offerings of Remnants. Hence, too, it must be admitted that there 
can be no Remnant in the Darned, 


supra (7) : Thmigh it Is taken out in the Juhu, yet it is 
the whole of that that is connected with the Homa» 


The opponent might argue, thatT^‘‘ there is a pqrtiph Butter 

tekeii out in' the JwM, exclusively for being offered in the 
“ and thene would be a Remnant of that attached to the as 

“ there ia of the in the vessels and Oupe/* But this is not pdesi^^^ 
}^ecauee it: is the Batter tin the /wM) that is l^d d^^ os 
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■ to btf off6i’04 in the flbMo, hy the Injancfcion ‘ caturavattaii juhoti'i und wo 
have ttleeadyshown, in connection with the (7an« meant for the UpadhCltm, 
that that which is laid down for one purpose cannot be rightly used for 
another. For this reason there can bo no ‘ Bemnaut ’ in the Juhfi either. 

Siitra (9): in the cups (so it would be possible 

in the Jtthu also).'^ 

It is argued that — Though the Soma iu the cups is laid down as to 
be offered in f/oma, yet we always find Remnants of it in those cups ; and 
“ similarly, we could have a ‘ Remnant * in the Juhu also (in the case in 
** question).** 

And we have got to refute this argument (which we proceed to do in 
the following Sutra ) . 

SUtra (9): It is not so; because (in the case of Soma) 
there is no infrinf/ement of the Injunction ; and 
also because it is brought ujy simply as an offering 
material (and not as connected with Iloma). 

The case in question is not similar to that of the Soim ; because in the 
rase of the latter, it is brought up into the Vessels and Cups, simply by 
way of being laid out as mere offering materiak ; and as wsuch there is no 
Eoma of it, — as we shall explain in the Adhikarana on the eating of the 
Soma-remnant {Sutraslll — v— -19 et seq.). And hence for one, who would 
refute the mfrin^ement of Injunction brought forward in Sutra Til — v — 
19, there would not be a Honia of the whole quantity of the Soma ; and as 
such, in this case, there would be no incompatibility, either with the fact 
of the Otferiiig of Remnant being found to serve another purpose, or with 
the fact of its being taken from all quarters in accordance with such sen- 
teiices as * SomasyUgne vihi, etc,\ or with the names given to the Cups, in 
the sentences ^ Sarvatafi parihSram a^vinam hhakshayati' (where ^ Alvina' 
is the name of one of the ten CJups) ; while every one of these facta would 
have been contradicted if the whole of the Soma were offered (and no 
Remnant was loft). 

Or (* codanavirodhSt * may be explained in the following manner) — In 
: ih© case of the Soma, the non-offering of the whole is not found to infringe 
any luiunction ; and as such, in view of this ^ non-infringement^' the 

■ is not offers In ihe case in question, on the other hand, w© find 

: ^© the Butter to he contradictory to a dis- 

tinct In junction. Andit ik this non’4nfring€ment (in the case of the Soma) 

is the reason for there bmng Vk Remnant in the Gups. Such is the 
f^uWof the ♦ 
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The BJidsya did not brings forward the case of the * Clips/ before it 
introduced the present ; and hence, in that case, it is necessary to 
assume an ---showing that the existence of the matbial 

■ is not necessarily accorapanied by the offering of the wWe of it,-— and then 
to supply the answer to that (assumed Arid this answer is that, 

in the case of the Soma^ we would have a JSmnant in accordance with 
another declaration to that effect ; whereas in the case in question, we have 
no such other Declaration (and hence there would be no Remnant); and 
thus the reason ^ Roma saw yogcit' (‘because of connection with Roma') 
being qualified by — ‘while there is no declaration to the contrary, ’—there 
can be no flaw in the reason given. 

Or. again, in Siitra 7, we could substitute the word ‘ ca ’ in the place 
of ‘ /«,* and then take the Sutra as embodying an objection brought for- 
ward by the Purvapakshi ; and those who would take the Sutra thus 
would have to cite, in support of their contention, the instance of tlio 
‘Cups’; and then Siitra 8 would be taken as recalling that instance* 
And, in this case, the sense of Sutra *7 would be thus: — The opponent hav- 
ing urged that— ‘ because of its being taken out in the Juhu, there 
would be a as in the case of the Cups the reply is that, ‘ that 

is connected with Homa and this has already been explained above. 

Sutra (10) : The word * all ^ apidien to that which exUU 
(in the case in question); because the word iwrtains to 
those alone that have been mentioned In connection 
(with the case). 

As for the descriptive reference contained in the sentence ‘ Sarvebhyo 
havirhhyah a reference which is based upon a previously indicated posai- 
bility (of the offering of ‘ all materials ’), — we take the ‘all* referred to 
be that which we perceive in the case in question ; because in any case tho 
word ‘air can only be used relatively with reference to things that may 
appear in the present connection ; as it is absolutely impossible to speak 
anything of the AZZ ; and as such our view is not incompatible 

with this use of the word ‘all,’ Thus then the words *SarvBhhyaly 
havirhhyd^ ’ must be taken to refer to those materials which, on account 
of their being remnants of those, are capable of Disposal^ or those that 
exist merely as Remnants of the original materials. [This Sutra 
the JPiZr«?ojpaAr$Aa argument in a (1)^ 

The other is hm upbW^a particular genm^ 

As inthe previoxga case, 80 in, the present one also, thnirovd * samdva- 
dyaiV a mere deScriptIve as such 
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the 0am would be cut up (for 
beipg offered), that would inevitably involve the cutting up — even though 
aot desired-— of its parts also, on account of these being intimately mixed 
Upv Consequently the prefix 8am ^ (in * Samavadyatl*) should be taken 
as a ^ based upon the fact of the two subtly 

mixed up genuses (of Caru and Butter). [This meets the FnrmpaUha 
: arganient contained in Sutm (3)]. 

jSiJifm (12): The last refers to the fion -emptiness (of the 

vessel). 

The last argiirneht that has been brought forward by the Ptlroapaksha 
(in Sutra 4), is that based upon the Arthavada with regard to th e Svis?i(akrt, 
But that is quite explicable in accordance with our theory also, as indi- 
c««ftiug 7ion- emptiness. That is to say, in the sentence ‘ Svishfakrte-vaddyan 
m praty(ihMghdraijati \ the * avadana' (‘offering *) spoken of must be 
taken as that ‘ cutting ’ which is made out of that material from whicJi it 
is actually made, or from which it can he done. As a matter of fact, we find 
that this * Avaddna * is capable of being done out of such materials as the 
Gake and the like ; while what is done out of the Dhriivd is only the action 
of Upaslarana and AbJayharma, Nor do we find the Avaddna out of the 
phruvd connected with the Dative (in ‘ SvishtakrtB'), Specially as even 
though some other substance may have been offered to the Deity, yet 
ih& Dkruvd would stand in need of ^ Refilling ’ (‘ Fratyahhighdrana ’) for 
the sake of the actions of Upastarana and Ahhitjlidranuj in connection with 
which it has been found to be useful. And thus there would boa use for 
ihd Dhruvdf before the Svishtakrt offering, even after the other offerings 
have been made, and hence with each offering, it should be refilled ; but 
when the Swhtakrt offering has been made, there is nothing moni to be 
done ; and hence there is no further need for j’rfilling it. Nor can the re- 
Jjdtings be regarded as purificatory of the previous off erings ; as that would 
the assumption of an invisible result Inr them. 

I As for the nm-emptiness (of the Vessel), it is clearly for the sake' of 
th to be performed next ; coovsequeiitly without making the Artha* 

vfea in question apply to the Svistakrty we could explain it as referring to* 
thi nOiUemptiness of the Vessel prior to the Svishtdkft offering. 



ADHIKARANA (2). 

[The * Offering of Remnants ’ should not be performed in connection with 
the Sakamprasthay a, ] 

SUtrailZ ) : The performanee of the SvistakYt and the 
Ida in connection with the Sdhaniprasthuyyiti also 
is like the above. 

In connection with the AmavasyS^ Sacrifices, we have always the per- 
formance of the Svisfakrt and the /r/d, out of the Sanndyya material; 
and the SHkamprasthayya is a modification of the material (of the San- 
wdyya) ; aiid hence theitj is an idea that those actions should be performed 
out of that modification also ; and on this point the case of the Sakam- 
prasthayya differs from that the Batter in the Dhruvd (though, in accord- 
ance w'ith tho rule * Prahrtivad Vikrtift *, the Offering of Remnants would 
be performed in connection with the S^kamprastMyya, just as with the 
S^nndyya), And hence there being a doubt as to whether the case in 
question is amenable to the I’easonings of the foregoing the 

present Sutra serves the pui'poso of pointing out the fact of the case of 
the Sahamprasthdyya being exactly the same as that of the Butter in the 
Dhriwd. That is to say, just as in the case of the latter, so in the former 
also, there would he none of the offerings, on account of there being no Remnant, 
— this absence of Remnant being due to the whole of it having being taken vp 
(Sutrtl 5). And in this case the fact of the whole of it having been 
taken up is shown by the following ; We find the sentence ‘ HomMM 
prasarpatak saha kumbhihhib \ which lays down the un partitioned milk, 
as to be offered ‘ along with the milking pots and this distinctly shows 
that the whole of the material is offered (because when the pots also have 
been offered, there cannot be any Remnant) ; and hence it is not possible 
for any Remnant to be kept. 



ADHIKARAI^A (3). 

: (in connection vrith the SautrSmani there is no ‘ Offering ot Remnants '1. 

SiStra (14) i So also in the ease of the Sautrhniapl (thera 

would be no Remnants) tftetjcssete. 

The phrase * tadvat’ is to be supplied from the preceding SBtra. 

In connection with the Smtrdmant, we find mentioned certain vessels 
Of iBim, and of milk, named ‘ Ipoino ’ and the like ; and inasmuch as these 
vessels only serve the purpose ot keeping the various materials separate— 
just as in the case of the Owps (of Soma), so in this also— there would bo 
no possibility of the whole of the materials being offered up And hence 
inasmuch as this would lead to the idea of the case in qnestion differing 
fram those dealt with before (and hence not amenable to the pi-ovions 
reasonings),— the present S4tra. points out the amenability of the case in 
question to the reasonings of the previous AdUkaranaa. 

And each of those Vessels is taken up for Emna, iu the same order 
that it is held ; and the Vessels as held are laid down as to be offered up, 
in the sentence—* Yafhdgrhitan rlvijd upadadiitB, uttare ‘ gnau payogra- 
hdn Juhmti, dakahineauragrahSn ’ (which shows that thei-e can be no 
Remnants, as even the Vessels are offered up). 

SUtra (15): The mention of ^ Itemnant’ also is to be 
explained as before. 

The Prohibition, contained in the sentence ‘ wchinasta, na sarvam 
which is not subsidiary to an Injunction, is a mere descriptive 
reference. ‘ Ucchinashti' is an Injunction, and the subsequent Prohibition 
ia a; descriptive reference to it; and this latter would point out the imp<Msi- 
* bility of the ‘ Offering of Remnants,’ through the fact of the whple of the 
Jp^tqrial being offered up in Homa. Then as for the ‘ Remnant ’ that is 
spokenof, there may be some other action, either in the shape of a distinct 
another Principal Action. And for these reasons, 
TdS should not be performed (out of the Sautril- 



ADHIEARANA (4). 

[In connection with the Sarmipc^hthBs^l, Svistakrt, the Ida and the 

other * Offerings of Retnuants * should be pei-fortned only once]. 

Sutra (16) ; The mater tal heinff one^ and the Actions 
diverse, the actions in question should be per^ 
formed with each fiction^ 

It having been established that there are certain Offerings of Rem- 
nants’ to be performed, vve now proceed to consider the case of particular 
‘ Offerings of Remnants.’ 

Ill connection with the Sarvaprshtliesti, we iiiid the passage ^IndrQya 
Bathantardya, IndmyaV drhatdija^ Jntlrdya*Yairujdyd^ Indrdya Vairdjaya, 
Indrdya QskvarUyu^ etc .^ ; and we find that this passage speaks of six iir 
dependent Deities, shown by the six words with the dative ending, aucl 
hence also six different connections of the Deity and the Material ; and as 
in the Sacrifice occupied by one Deity there could be no room for the 
other Deity, the distinotive feature of the Deity cannot bo regarded as 
ppintiiig to six different actions. For some of these actions there are dis- 
tinct offering materials laid down ; while for some of them, there is laid 
down a single material, in common, in the shape of the Oake of the size of 
the OarUwheel, And when we accept this fact, wc come to the considera- 
tion of the question, as to whether the ‘ Remuant-Olfering ’ would be 
cliffei'ent for each of these latter Actions, or, on account of the niatenal 
being the same, there would he a single offering, *3 n commoM amongst them. 

Objection: *‘The question forms a subject oi Adhynya XI, and as 
“ such would be dealt with in that Chapter, under the Sutra, ^ SkadravyB^ 
“ etc.* (Xl-^-iv—iS); and consequently it need not be taken up for 
consideration, in the present connection.” 

Beply : InnHmnoh asi in the case in question, the material has to be 
I) Ispoffcd oi, it boars the Action distinctly ; and as it is piece by piece that 
the material is subsidiary to the PHncipal Aptidus, there can be no single 
performanee in eommott ; t«nce, th^ discusisipii really belanga 

: to Adhy% X[, yeti inasmuch as it involves the epnsideratiou of theRem- 
nant and the Originali^^^ be dealt with in conhcptidu 

■ :;:;:And ;Cn:-.'ihe ;? abo 
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PaiiVAPAKSHA. 

‘* {t is oivly when the Mafccinal is one, that; there would be a single 
>V^^rformance common to all the actious oonceniod j specially in a 
‘‘case \vhere it is in the same condition that t-ho Material helps in all the 
“ actionv^ ; the moro so as, in siudi eases, we do not perceive any reason for 
“ ihuking any difEerence ; in fact no such difference can ever be made. In 
‘/the case in question however, tlio Alaterial is found to help in the 
; “ Sacrifice, piece by piece (and not as one comph3te whole) ; and the sanctili- 
“catioii of the Material also lies only in the help that it accords to the 
“ Sacrifice; and hence a difference in the Principal Sacrifice would make 
“a difference in the said Sanctification (the Svistakrt offering, the 
“ et< 5 .) ; and as such the^se could not be perfotuned once only, as common tc) 
“ all the Principal Sacrifices. As a matter of fact, we find that, even though 
“ one part of the Cake (that is offered at one action, f.i.) may have been dis* 
“posed of, yot there could be a Disposal of another part of it. Iiia.smttcli[^As 
“ the exact planes out of which tlm various offerings are cut out aro 
“diffoi'ent, it is quitevnatuml that there should bo a differentiation into 
“the ‘Northern half tk® ‘Southern half/ otd., etc. And hence wc 
“conclude that the Svistakrt offering and the Ida are to be repeated 
“ with each action.** 

SIDDHANTA, 

ysat^a ( 17 ) : The liemnant of each action not beluff dis- 
tinguishedf it wotild belong eguallg to all (and hence 
there can be but one 

The SvisJitakrt and the Ida ate to be perfonned once only ; because 
these offerings are not purificatory of the Sacrifice, nor of the material 
that is offered in Ifom« ; then a.s for the ‘ Bemnant of the Hpma* (that 
; which has been left after all the Homas have been performed), that is 
one only (for all) ; and as such it is only right that the ‘Offering of 
; should be done once only, which would apply, in common, to 

\all the 

I That is to say, if the offerings in question were purificatory of the 
.Sacrifice, or of the Material that is offered in Homa, then, the difference 
anaoug the Sacrificos/and among the Materials, would have led to a diver- 
in (question. As a matter of fact, however, we find 
of the i^3m.ntta^s ; and we also know full well 
/ case in question, tliore is a single Remnant, common to all the 
the ‘ Northerii * and ‘ Sou them * halves of this corampn 
taken up for tho offerings in question ; and they are 
cut out apd offered at the Princi- 
V as id such parfe have been spoken of in connection with 
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the original Sacrifice ; and aa such we can certainly assert the fact of its 
specifications not being cognized. For if one could take up the ‘ Korthem 
half * for the sake of one of the Principal Sacrifices^ that would suffice for 
the due fulfilment of what has been enjoined ; and hence the other Prin- 
cipal Sacrifices also will come to have all their needs supplied by that 

■ ■ very slice. ■ ' 

For these reasons it must be admitted that the ofEerings in q^uestion 
are made only once, as common (to all the Bomas concerned). 

As for the excesses left after the BisfosaUOffenngs^ they would be 
utilised in a subsequent Disposal- Offering y f.i. in the Oaturdhdharam 
(Quartering of the Cake). 



ADHIKARANA (5). 

{0at of the Indra*V»yu Vessel, the Bating of Remnant should be done 

twice.] 

SUtru its) : In the case of the Aindravayava^ there 
should he an Eating with each action^ because of a 
distinct declaration to that effec^^ 

[At i\iQ Jyotistomay we have several vessels containing Soma, and 
each vessel is dedicated to a distinct Deity ; one of these is dedicated 
jointly to Indra and Viyu; this is called the ^ Aindrav^yava^Qraha'; as 
the Remnants in every one of those vessels has to be eaten, with regard to 
\Me Aindravayam vessel, there arises a question as to whether the 
Remnant in it is to be eaten once only, as in the case of the other vessels, 
or twice, in view of the fact that out of this two offerings have been 
made, one to Indra and another to Vayu ; and as such it practically con- 
tains Jwo Remnants.] 

Though the proper place for this discussion would have been after 
Siitra 19, where the question of the Bating o/ Stwita in general has been dealt 
with,— yet it has been introduced here, simply because, being an excep- 
tion to the conclusion of the foregoing Adhiharana^ tliis presents itself to us 
mq^ quickly than the said general question. 

we have the following Purvapahshay based upon reasoning : 
*lt]ie material being one and the same, a single Bating would suflice for 
** the due carrying out of the scriptural Injunction/' 


;v In view of a distinct Declaration that to the effect,-r-‘ DciVaindm* 
bhahsdyaH*--^w^ must admit ; that the Remnant should be eaten 


: SFjiough. it IS quite truc that we have certain Adhtkaranas where, as in 
the PurpapaksKa is based upon while the 

i ^ oil Verbal Authority, —yet that does not appear 

% ^uite method ; because in such cases no is possible, 

is put forth only in a case whei?e a Certain thing, 

J to^ he pbsiibU on the ground of ^easonikgy is, however, 

\ and henefe^the t&tng in quos- : 



iion udfeMtig ailtowaiWey sue^ of use in all eases 

that might be fpiinil to be ahienable to the said JSeaj^nj', [Ift ease 
in question hpWever we the merse to be as the»^io0 

Eating ’ was not possible, on ^e ground of any Beasoning j but htii*^n 
found to bo BMftfo jpomhle by Verbal Authority.] ; And as this Boasting ^ 
in question bas been already shown in the fOregoiag ddfiihuruBq, there I 
would not be touch use for the present discussioh; ' 

Gonsequentiy we toust explain the Adhikarana, not as it has been done 
altove (in awoidanoe with the BAfl?yah bnt in ft following manner t 
The Opponent brings forward the following argnments against the Sid- ■ 
dh««<a Of the foregoing AdA»A:om»«,— and this we might take ai— 

; PCEVAPAESHA (B). 

^ ^ At the Bareaprj/ha, the Swhfakrt and the Td/i should he performed 

♦with each action; as all these principal actions are wholly different from 

“ one another. Eor example, we find that, in reference to thdAiWracflyaert, 
where the Principal Actions are admittedly distinct, we have as many 
" Purificatory Remnant Offerings as those Actions, in acoordanoo with 
“ such declnrations m--‘ Dmaindravayavasi/a bhaksatfati', ‘ DeirhySta^ya 
'‘vaihatkarotiy and hence it must be admitted that there should be asl 
“ many pnrifibations of the Remnant as there ate Vdshatkdras." 

, ; For this reason, the present BaHru (18) we should take as explaining 
the case of the Amdravdijava (that has been cited by the Opponent in 
snp^rt of his view in regard to the Sarnaprsfha); and then supplying the 
Answf to those arguments. And ftis Aniiser we can repreSent as- 

jSIDDHANl^XB).-''- ■ ^ 

^ In the case of the Aindfavrtyava, though the Ea/wp should have be^u 
f®?® “ done twice, because of the direct Doelaration to 

ftiyl :effeot;-:.aud not beoahse of the diversity of the Principal Aotidns. 
concerwd j specially 4s tvo have shown under ftp 'Mitvadhikaram* (1— 

et seg), thata Vpdiosentenoe cannot be taken as giving the Reason 
for any thing. y: \ 

■ . Ab this way, the present 4dhiAorq»a comes to ho a nterp supplenient 
\ ^34 iD^smacfc fts it i^iso set-ves th^ 

reminding us of the DipoWsipn in regard ' to the Eo&p 0 / iouia,. there ’ 

wotd(i be no iuepngrnity in the order of the he: 

Pxpkinod an»y at the beginhihg of the z ' 



ADHIKABAliJA (6). 

[There should be au Eating of the Soma-ltemnantJ] 

should be no Eating of Soma, as there is 
^ ^ « no Declaration to that effect." 

the Atndravayava^ there might be an eating, even ott 
Ma^ponni with regard to the Soma in 

^ the other and in Cups, that there is a doubt as to whether, or not, 

^ there is an Eaiihg of 

Though among these also, the case of the a9o was referred to in the 
sentences ^ Sarvata^pariMram^'A^inam hhaksayaU ’ and the like would > 
be i^uipnable to. the same reasoning as that in regard to the Amdmviiyava^ 
‘^yet, with ^pjgard to these also, we Ixave to consider the question as to 
w^ merely serve the purpose of laying down qualifi- 

caiiohs with regard to the Eluting whose perform ability is already fully 
XrPOO^ized, or they lay down the Ea^Uitgf itself. 

\ ; Question ; “ What difference does this make ? ’* 

If these sentences themselves are also the Injunctions of the 
Eativg, then this has to be done only in the cases specified in these sen^ 
tences I while if the Injuiiotio^^ of the mere eating is got at elsewhere (and 
the sentences qtLpted be the Injunction of mere qualifications), then, in 

Indicative Force of the words might point 
the Soma, yet it would apply to all the Somas. 
regard to this Question, then, there are three probable alternative 
- % viz/( l) Inasmuch as the sqntejices that are found td servo the 
; wholly different purposes of laying down qualifications, they stand in need 
^ as there is ho Injunction, --there can be no Eating y 

:vi(2jl^ very sentences may be hiken as Injuncfcibi^, and accordingly, 

%thei^ out of those vessels only that are specified in 

4;^ehi;;(3) or, there is to be an pn the aforesaid grounds of the 

is, given to the Cups and Vessels, as ^hotiiQcamastthj^An^ tlie 
: thipi p^rfoirm mg of tho VaskatkUra, the JBTowa, and the;^ 

Ki^W AU tbb Sow* in tite tesseU and cups being entirely tafceti up by 



; V- ;TAW'l?ItAiyiMK4:.4 km . ;■ 

(Adlii. 2) jtttd the I AdW* 

y “ Bemnant ; wHenooi then; could there be any Eating ? The Eating can- 
*‘ hofc be said to bo implied by aoy Original Primary Sacrifice 
Jyotisiomat in which we have aU the Vessels and Cups under con- 
;‘\sideration, is its own Origimal Pritaary)v Nor do we find any direct In- 
“ junction as to the JE'a/tn^ in question ; the Injuuption that Wo hare refers 
to a whoHy difieren^ thing ; and as such, is incapable pf laying down the 
^\Eating. For these reasons, there can he no Eating of thoTSpwta/' 

;/'/;siddhanta.;:./'-; 

i Sutra The Eating ehould be done ^- fb^eause we 
find it mentioned in connection with theMther pur 
. poses. ■ ■ 

[There should be an Bating of the iioma ; because we find sentencesv 
j^ally mentioned in other connections pointing to such JSJahng^, — ^such sen- 
tences, for instance, as ‘ Sarvatahpariharam A^vinam hhaksayati *; * bhak^ 
sitUpy&ijitangcamasQn dakH^asy&naso ^valambB sddayanH^ cevtiiiuly, 
if there were no Bating at all, how could there be such specified Eatings 
as those mentioned in these sentences.] 

SSjm (21): T/iese (sentences) would be direct declavd* 
Hons (of the Eating itself) ; as they lay doten some- 
thing new; and henee the Eatings should be in 
accordance with these Injunctions. 

If these sentences were merely meant to serve some other purposes, 
then we should have sought for other reasons (such as the Name^ etc., etc.) 
for the in question; as a matter of fact, however, these sentences 

are direct Declarations (of the Eating) ; and hence the should be 

done, only in accordance with the Injunctions oontaiiiod in these sen- 
tences, -—aud not elsewhere. 



ADHIKARANA (7). 

[The B$mnant-Eating is to be done by the Priests holding the Cups.] i 

(22): Inasmtieh as the Cups are named 
the Priests), (the Mating should be done by the^e)^ special^ 
li/ m the connection (of the name ^ Camasa/) is due to 

that the Eating would be done, in accordance with the In- 
junotionfl; but these Injunctions are to be followed as qiialiliod by the 
aforesaid Narnej Vashafkaraf etc., and not merely as mentioned in those 
sentences. 

Though in regard to the Caps, we do not find any direct Injunction 
(in the Bmhmanas) of the Eating, yet such Injunctions are inferred from the 
names contained in the Directions (‘ Praitn Ivotui^mrnmah *, etc., etc.) ; that is 
■ to say, we find the Directions for the fetchmg of the Material accompanied 
by such names as *hotugcama8a * (the ‘ Hotri’s Gup *) and the like; and these 
names could not be applicable, if the Hotri mi other priests did not 
actually Eat (‘ camanti') out of these Cups. Because the word * camasa ’ is 
formed out of the Boot ^ camr == to eat, with the Locative affix ^a$an * of the 
: Hwdrfj class (the word being etymologically explained as ‘ camanti asmin Hi, 
; and hence at the time that the Direction (‘ Pruitw hotugcama^ 

- ^af O ia hoQ^ name ^ oamasa * indicates the connection with actual 
Egtingy either in the past, or in the future, or in the present ; and as we 
> do hot perceive any Eating in the past or the present, we conclude that the 

V EmtiUtg indicated is that in the future y otherwise, the Direction, * Praitu 

V 

reasons, it must be admitted that there should be an Eating 

5 1 ^ 

that are brought forward (in obedience to 
: ^ are those that contain the iSoma,^aad as it is ihe «3omd 

of ; pi^ximately related (to the 

is to he of tb0 5^ 

^ as, ySag^agearnaso M jukotL 

eogtiize the presence of any other substance," such as PLice and 
of justify the of ‘ caniasa ^ ; nor- 

oth^sachjnatoria^ form paf t e| tlie Saprifice y aiwll 







hence such Batihg (of sotoh cxteSiUebus ma,teiiaif ^ <>T% to the 

fpllowng anomaHes ; (a) th© indioatibhs of the Context wou^^^ be oMitrs 
dieted ; (l|) the Direction removed froin y^ 

legitimate context ; (e) the name of ‘ SdmaeavitUa ’ ’wovdi he incompatible ■ ' 
(d) if the material eaten were Bice or (anything other than Borne), the 
Cups would becomo impupe by the Eating, and as such no further offerniiM 
|?uld be made by those Cups (as is laid down) (the case of the 
SenM is different, inasmuch as the Veda distinctly declares that there is 
no impurity attaching to the £fa<V«y of the Bomo); (e) if, for the sake of 
puMfloation, we were to scratch out certain portions of the Cuhs, then the 
partioular Owj:> that had beeti named ‘ hotrigamasa ’ will have^ased to 
exist, tad the newly repaired one; and the material contaihed in it 
_^ald not bear the said name (of ‘ hotreamaea *) ; and as such, there wonl^ 
he a contmdiction of the Injunotion of the jETowu as to be performed with 

the material Specifically named (as 

^^The same reasoning holds respecting the taking np of other Cuds- 
ta the bringing m of such would involve an infringement by exceodina 
the exact number of the Gups laid down. Nor (in the case of the BufeW 
being of B»w, etc.) could wo perform the subsequent ffomas with the 
Onps made impure by the Baiwjr, on the solo strength of the Injunction , 

(m the Homo) ; as this Injunction has the chance of being earned into 'v 
effect, ta the case of the eating at Soma, which would not involve any 

imnngement of the ruleaof conduct with regard to impure Gups. Nprean 

It bemrged that ‘‘ the infriugement would be exactly the same in tl.e case 
of the EaUng of Boma.?’ Because in regard to the 8oma , we have the 
Declaration that— < there is no impurity attaching to the Eating 

The Bta-sya also mast be taken in the above manaer.-and hot as it 
ippeareon the face of it ; for if one Proof becomes interrupted by another ' 
Proof, Its comprehension becomes an exceedingly diffibult matter, (there- 
0 ^ all tlia,t >ha text brought forward by the BicSsyo does is to pjrjhibit ^ 
*e EaUng ai Bomo by other than BrShmahto. If the name i 

dues ^^^^^ we cOuId hot \ 

sxptein, eitherthe dedaratioh— ‘ j/odt ^owom vibhakshayim 'ri-eohthined 

n the Injun^ion of the pholiicowa^e, or the Prohibition ‘ Boitam.’ ’ 

it tS^Btaia holding 



ADHIKABANA (8). 

with the Subrahinanya Priest,] 

(23) : " I. Only one should eat otit of the JJdgdtvU 

0dg5tri Priest) ; hecause 
% of only one such beiny directly 7 

the Bating consequent upon the performance of 
' the Vashafkar^ the Homa and the Abhisava^ the Author proceeds to 
show that particular which is based upon ATawe, 

referred to in the foregoing AdhiJcaranay we meet 
with the name / UdgS'lrrnllm camasah" ] and with regard to this, there 
arises a fourfold doubt : (1) should the Bating be done by only one Vdgfitf 
Priest ; or (2) by all the Piiests ; or (3) by only those Priests that do the 
Hymning; or (4) by all the ionv Ghandog as (SdinavBdi Priests) P Some 
people take the (2) and (4) togethei', on the ground that the word 
j * Sarva ■ is used in both Sutras (24 and 26), and that through proximity, 
the Indication in question is applicable to the Ohhandoga Priests alone. 

Queslton : Wherefore should there be any doubt in regard to the 
matter in question ? 

Aw?wer; The reason is this: In the word ‘ Udgiltrrnnm\ wo find 
^ a distinct incongruity in the significations of the basic word and the affix 
(mv the: noun denotes naturally only one Priest, while the 

affix denotes plurality ) ; and hence it is only natural that there should be 
a doubt as to the acceptance of the signification of the one or the other. 

; point under consideration, we have the following— 

PtRVAPAKSHA (A). 

u, jTi accordance with the Pl^fddhikaranaf — 'and with the law that * it 
;;;*? is iitt regard to the secondary factor that an illegitimate assumption can 
i the denotation of tho basic noun that forms tho pre- 

■ i then again, in the original Irijunctiou of the appoint- 

^ Priest^^ Ud^gntdram vrnm we find the Singular 

shows that the Cup in question is to be given 
Priest and hence it is only TO that 

and as for the denotation of the Piurai iiamber, inas* 
ft V mheh; we do- not find it compatible with that ^of the basic nouii, we ■ 

ft- 
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PtTRVAPAKSHA (B). 

' ■ . ■ ' 

Satrd (24) : *'11. All should i^ut 

It ianot right to wholly disregard the plurality. Because in the 
“ case of the ‘ ^ we disregard the Plural nnmherv fe 

“ there is no room for any plurality in the Context, in which it occurs, 
“ In the case in question, however, inasmuch as an Indirect Indication 
“ (of ttU PWcs/s by the word 0 is to be quite cpTupatible, 

“we can have no reason for disregarding the Plurality. Consequently it 
“ must be admitted that the Cup in question belongs to all the Priests. 
“Or, by sub-division (i.e. inasmuch as all Priests are Ghando- 

“ gfis^ the term ^ Vdgdtr' would indicate all Oluindogaa^ the SMra may he 
taken as referring to ‘ all Ohandogas*** 

PtJBVAPAKSHA (C). 

Sutra (26): ** The Hymn--s(ngers (ahovld do it); as they 
" are connected with that (‘singing ’); specially as lioe 
“ have the distinct declaration of Plurality 

“ Inasmuch as the Priests other than the UdgUtr are not denoted 
“ by the basic noun {' Udy&if'), the plural number (in ‘ UdgStfrnSm’) 
“ could never have any connection with those other Priests. Nor can we 
“ have recourse to an Indirect Indication, without very special reasons ; 
“ specially as, in the case in question, by not having recourse to such an 
“Indication, we do not find any meaninglessness (which could justify 
“ onr having recourse to it) ; because we find the word ‘ ’ (== singer) 

“ quite appiicable, etymologically, to the Hymn-singers. Consequently, 
“ by reason of their connection with ‘ Singing,’ the three Hymn-singers 
(“ should eat of the Bomaant in qaestioni*’ 

SIDDHINTA. 

S^ra &6 ) : All (•fbur shordd do it); o/ their eori- 

neetipn with the ( S'dtna-) Veda,; hut far other spe~ 
cial reasohsiifwhuld pettuivi to some of them yhiy.' 

iSo Ipi^ as a basic noun can be taken in its eonventional si^ficatioa 
. (as a oeiiaplete word), we. eanaot accept its etymo]<^;iCEtI;Big4ific.atipn. 

, ;|8> matter of fact, Uo^wer, we do not find the word ‘ Hdjfatf * af^^ng, 
tq, : the^^^ because the Hymnisjr^^ 

Priests, the Prastetr mi tho Pratilfartry ^ (‘ Shigeril *), 

and not * Hd^h' (‘ ]?igh*rih^»!e’)i and fe the plural hnirilmi:: (in 
JldgiSiffnam’) ra Ac^^lly (as^ t^^ is .onljf- 



■■WITH'- SirteAnMAKyA/PRlKSt.^^ 

^ tbe further fact of only the wconi jjari af ih^ 

have used the word *hhakti' with reference id 
aud the use of the word is due to mere 

we find that, there cannot be many VdgStr Priests, either 
^ . appointment as such, or by the connection of ‘ Singing * j and 

;v,;fe the Plurality of the UdgStr must be taken as based upon the connec- 
the Veda (the SdwMi Veda) ; because as a matter of fact, we find 
■ tirnt thd of the Sltinaveda is spoken of as ‘ Audgatra' i and thence 

jilao the action inhering in i,\\o,i Teaching (comes to be spoken of as 
^ AuigpVta') ] and from this it is an easy matter to infer that, through 
thm^^^ these two (the Teaching and the Action), in the 

capacity of the Teacher and the Perfoimer respectively, it is the Men 
(thus connected) that are spoken of as ‘ UdgStTi^in accordance with 
the reasonings pertaining the ‘ 

06jecfto»: “ This reasoning that you have brought forward has al- 
*Vready been ref uted under the AvS^tyadhikarana (II— iii— 3)* Aud in the 
’ “ case in question we find that it is only after the addition of the nomi- 
“ual affix (* an') to the word * JTdgdttr' that this latter gives rise to the 
“word ^ Audgdtf a' ; and the word ‘ JIdgdtr ' cannot be explained as having 
I^Vits etym^ origin in the word ‘ Audgdira' That is to say, in ae- 
qprdauoe with the rules of Qrammar, the word ‘ Audg&tra ’ is explained 
“ as formed out of the word f UdgStr ' with the nominal affix ‘ cm ’ ; and in 
“ no way could any rule explain the word * JJdgdtr ' as ‘ the performer of 
“the Audgatra functions,* which would mean an elimination of the affix 
** (/ ip ! ; in the word * Udgdtr * ) . Consequently the name * Udg&tr ’ 

“ ojapuot be taken as based upon the word ^Audgdira' ; but it must 
regarded as based upon the actual appointment of the Priest as such, 

;“ a$ explained later on. For these reasons, the above explana- 

■>tiott w 

] In any case, the word ^Udgdtf' will have to be taken in its 

:;ifid{rie^^ secondary signification ; and hence it would have to be taken as 
t^ Priest, by means of a backward process (of etymology ; as 
er of the Audghtra functions *) ; just as we find the word 
(which is possible only in the sense of 

the word it has been shpwni by the 

parlance the word is used in its etgrmological sense, 
II — iii— 3), that, in the first in- 

and 

oa$te^ the functions of projecting and ; 



the re?t come to be spoken of as ' BOjya ' ; and thence, through the con- 
y nection or presence of these funoiuqns, the BrflAmafla, etc., dso i^ b,, 
spoken of as V^iS/ iWus word being applied to these, e{^^^ 
of their being substitutes for the Kjattriya, or through Infetehce (based 
upon the presence the functions of Prefect^ and the like). In tfe 

same manner, in the case in question, though, by actual appointment, 
there is only one UdgStr, yet throngh his connection, his fahetSons of 
teaching and per/omt'np being spoken bf as 'at^gStra,’ ihe Sf^^ngen 
also would be spoken of as ‘ udgatfr’ by reason of these priesi^ - ^ n g 
related to those functions. But, inasmuch as one word.oannot ikj^e ipbi'e 
than one direct signiBcation, this latter application of the wCpd 
be regarded to be jMdjVect (or secondary) ; and we have already eipjained 
that this secondary signification would be admitted, for the sake of the 
compatibility of the plural number (in ‘tufyafn-ndm'); it was only the 
ground for this signification that we did not point out before ; and this 
we have done now, by showing it to be based upon the functions of 
yTeaehikg {the SSma-Veda), 

Thus then, we must admit, on the ground of there being no ineongpuity 
involved in this, that the eating is to be done by all the fom Chandoga 

priests (the Pdydtf and the three 

The above explanation is not quite admissible. Because as a matter 
of fact, those that are found to be operating, at the time of the Eating, as 
well as those accompanying these operators at the time of the Direction, 
come to be connected with the ; and we find that tlie Suhrahnta- 

nya (who is one of the Chandoga priests) does not perform any operation 
at the time oi Eating, and as there is no proadmity of this priwt, eithqr in 
the Outer Assembly Room,or in the Inner Court, there is no reason 
by which he could be entiUed to the Po*%. And hence, ijust as 
in the case of other Ohandogas we find that though they perform the 
Teaching of ths SSma Veda, yet, not being in any way connectod With the 
Sacrifice, they have no to do, so wpnld it bein the*caseofthe 

Subrahmapya Priest also. Then as for the plurol number (ii| jiV^dgaijf- 
aSm’lthat might be taken ae resting with fAvee Priests Only, iln^ as in the 
:f^,of ‘KapiUjalSn' {vide Stetra XI-i—38 et 

the Bating a pnrifieation of the Performer j whereby itshonid Wneeos- 

sary t^keitapply to tlie 5«6toAmu»^^ ^ of jeayi^ him: 

nnpimi e . n reality wd .find it to be a purification of the luaterfiiiL as 

we shall show in several AdAiiarowM. ' , v - 

He^ it must be admitted that the present Sutra seto'^^i by 

m^s of the word ! to/ only the wgnment in SBfra 25; and puts f^ 

.the same view, of Bottoy pertaining to the; 



pimbst: 1^7 

from those propounded m the previous S^ita. 
sense of the SUira comes to be this : Though all of them 
a!^;sl#0te4 by t^^ Vdgdtr,* and not the Hymn-singers only, jet, 

for ^ it should be taken as applying to a part {».e, some) 

of these bniy,— M. to all except the Suhrahmanya; jxx^t as in the case of 

the Sutra as accepting, by means of the words 
j^e Second PurvapaksJia {Sutra 24), —and then, by means of the 
sydt\ laying down the theory of the word 



ADHIKARANA (5). 

[The Or^vastut shoald also eat the Soma.’} 

jSUtra (27) : There is no eating for iJie Gf^asti0 
as it is not laid down 

We have finished the treatment of the Eatings based upon Ifaihe ; 
and the Anthor now proceeds to explain those based on Direct Declare- 
tions to that effect. 

We have the Declaration—* TathOcamasamanyMgcamasasMgcamasino 
Iha^ayantii athaitasya hdiriyojanasyd sarva etc,\ (‘The other cups of 
Soma are eaten by those persons holding the Cups, but out of the E&riyojana 
Cup, all of them wish to obtain *); and with regard to this there arises the 
question as to whether the sentence, pointing to the Eating by all priests^ 
lays down that of the QrOvastut Priest also,— or pointing only to the 
Eating of the Pnests holding the Oups^ mentioned in the sentence, it does 
not lay down any for the Priest, 

Pnrvapaksha is that “ there is to be no Eating by the Qrcivastut 
Priest, for reasons just given.** 

SIDDHANTA. 

SHtra (28) : (He should eat) out of the Hariyojana, as it 
is mentioned as related to ^ alV 
The word * all’ denoting aZ(5 Priests coimected with the performance 
of the sacrifice, we cannot restrict it td only a few out of those (iye* only 
those that hold the Cups), unless we haye very special reasons for doing 
so. Consequently, it must be admitted that the SrdeasfttZ Priest also is 
to eat out of the 

S^ra ^^Thoeating^^^w^ be done- hy 

those holding t^ of their 

$his Suita explains the sense of ■ the ** ThA fp?^^* 

- potion of the passage quoted abdve^^ The Glips of ; 

; (^ps 0^^ 

l4. j-word ■■'* air’f ^ speciUly ii^' .ythA wbtda^ " 
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of the Eating belonging to those Priests 
ftPP^y to those alone that are specially 
conclude that the sentence does not point to any 

The eating would belong to all, 6e- 
^ as for the mention of the 

V ^ % that is meant to be merely subservient 

to that. 

Inasmuch as we have the word Vall\ which denotes every one of^ 
the persons concerned, and which, being once rostrictivoly qualified by the 
substrates (H'drtyojaua), cannot be I'estricted and qualified again, by the 
word ‘cawusin*, which serves a wholly different purpose; because every 
time that we limit the scope of a word used in the Veda^ we are setting at 
nought the direct Yedic Declaration. Hence we conclude that the ‘ cama^ 
AiaA* are not mentioned for the sake of showing the relationship of each 
Priest with each Cup ; but they are spoken of as having a very much 
limited scope, with a view to eulogising the HUriyojana as having a much 
wide scope. Consequently it must be admitted that what the sentence 
means is that ^ out of the Msriyq^ana Cup, all the priests should eat ’ (and 
bhqs the GrdtJasM Priest also eats out of that Cup), 



ABHIKABANA (tO). 

[The performance of ‘ Fa«aj!Mya ’ is a ground for 

SUtra (81) : There should he an eating, due to fh^ 
VamtUavu 

Another sentence in the same connection iB^^ Vasatkartu^ <parihama* 
bhaJcsa]^* And with regard to this, there arises the question, as to 
whether it lays down the First Fating (Mating qualified hj First) ^ as due 
to the VasatkdrUj — or it lays down merely the character of being First, 
with reference to the And onjhis question, we have the following 

PtRVAPAKSHA. 

“In accordance with the \aw^*nacBdanySna gistay (I — iv — 9), so 
“ long as the qualificatiou can, in some way or other, be taken as a mere des- 
“ criptive reference, we cannot rightly take the sentenoo as a qualified 
“ Injunction ; and then, the c^amo^er o/ the First is something that has 
^‘nbt been got at by any other Injunction ; hence it is not possible for 
“ the to be enjoined with reference to that; consequently, the 

‘■sentence must be construed as*— ‘yo Vasafkartuh ihaksab sa •praiha* 
(‘The eating of the performer of the VaiafkHra should be the 

■ r 

** Question: ‘Inasmuch as the Bafmy too has not been enjoined 
“ before, we cannot take that as mentioned merely by way of descriptiye 
“ reference (for the Injunction of 

Inasmuch as the Injunction of the is inyolyed in 

“the very name (of i}ie Oup belonging to the Va^afka^^^ is quite pod* 
“ siblefor it to be mentioned merely by way of descriptive referenoer^^ to 
“ of the Cups is nemed ■Va§atkafiu^m as the yeiy^^ 

can very well be appkeu of by way of des- 
“ criptive reference ; and hence the seui^ of the sentence comes to b^ 
v “ ‘ whoever does the Va0ki^ has the Bating ^ 

** The following argumeut might be btought fqm here : Ib^r 
; / as in connection with the qthieir Cups (except ih^ 

&i&Fasafici^(iS)i noJSai^y has yrt 
^e 

■ft;;^*;np:enoh;obuj[4 be 
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tin 



^yr fbat does not as it is not aeoossary that what is 
_ ^ ’^yW Of descriptive reference must have been recognized as 

‘^toha perfornied in aU cas as all descriptiye references stand in need 
; '‘ of oaly ' tliat much of recognition as is possible. Nor, in the case in 
: ‘' question^ is there any harm in the Fesatisartr Priest not eating oat the - 
f v^els Onps. It might be urged that, ‘such non-eoHnf 

wQl^ld ;l«ave pisposal unaccsomplished/ But, in the case of there being 
*‘no Ihsjptwa/ laid down in the Veda, we can have one as in ordinary lif <3 ; 

“ or ^e could have the eating also, through reasons to be shown below, 

TJie following argument might bo bi'onght forward: ‘Thepossibi- 
lity of the by reason of the Name, being veiry remote, it cannot 

* be spoken of, by way of descriptive reference, by the very much more 
^;Vquic^y.Operating 1^ Declaration; and hence while the former is 
*‘ *yet to be^^p^^^ out as to be performed, the Direct Declaration will 
; “ ‘have begun its functioning, and denoted, without any specifications, the 
whe might be the Ka?a?Mra (i.e., it will have laid 

‘‘ ‘down the Eating, and not the Eirsb only with reference to any parti- 
‘‘ ‘ culair 

is not admissible; because proximity and remoteness are 
“ tought after only in cases where there is some sort of a contradiction. 

In the case in question, we find that the Direct Declaration, in order to 
“avoid the chance of an Injunction of more than one thing, stands in 
the Eating being already laid down by some other means ; and 
« when it is found that it is not laid down by any means, it has to admit 
*■ the liijauction to be of the Eating qualified (by Firat); as wo do often 
‘‘admit Direct Declarations to be injunctive of accessory qualifications 
to such things as have been laid down by even such 
‘‘ remote means as those of the Context and the like. 

thus, inasmuch as the sentence lays down the character of 
as the condition for the Eating, the Vasafhara cannot be 
. ^ toga^ded as a ground for 







SIDDHANTA. 

p the above we make the following repZy; Inasmuoh as there can 
descriptive reference of only one factor extracted out of the coin* 
as extracted from the "compound ^prathama- 
as in the case of the expression fryanya/-— the sentence 
t^pn as laying down all the factors (i.e. ‘ 

just as in the case of the sente svisfakf^ 

Si* wpd^^ find the ‘three ’ laid down withi^ferenoe to the ‘ subsi- . 

■;fibntivhftt isilaid dpwn^te 
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ppatid (i.e. tt»e three suheiManee^y so; m the same mahneif, feasm^cK as 
it is always the whole word that is connected (syntactically ) with another 
Word,— and as the withdrawing of ;one factor would depiire the com, 
pound of its expressive potency,— we cannot take that withdrawn factor 
as that with reference to which something is laid downi i.e. we cannot 
construct the sentence as— ‘that which is the Bating oi 
hartr should be the first/ Specially as before the compound 
hhalcsai *) ^^ been accomplished, the ‘ Eating * cannot be connected with 
the ‘ Fa«a?ikar<r * ; because in that case the former would be dependent 
upon the latter (not a factor of the compound), and as such could not bo 
compounded (with the word ‘prathama’). 

Objection : “ We often find that even though the principal factor of the 
compound be dependent upon some extraneous factor, it forms part of a 
“compound; and hence in the case in question also, even though the 
“ * Eating * would be connected with the ^ Yasatkartfy yet it could be 
“ compounded (with ‘ •).** 

Reply : It could be so, if the ‘ Eating* were the only factor dependent 
on an extraneous factor ; i»^ the present case, however, we find that the 
* first * also is so dependent, on account of the relationship of the Vafau 
hartr \ as the cause of the ‘ first * is not the ‘ Eating, * but the character * 
of the Va^afkartf and hence the syntactical connection would be 
^ya^afkarinr prathamah* (‘the first K>f the Tasaffearff*) ; and that 
would involve a distinct incongruity. While, if we were to take the in- 
junction (of ‘ first *) as with reference to ‘ that which is the Eating of the 
Vafafkartr* Qyo ya^atkarturhhahsah^) would have the anomaly 
'of having a qualified reference (the reference being to the ‘ Eating quali- 
fied by the Vasatkarif ; as mere ‘ Bating * could not indicate the 
Vasaihafir \ a\\^ as for the character of the that is found 

to be concomitant with actions other than the Bating (and as such doUld not 
necessarily indicate it). If the reference were to any one of the two only 
(i.e, either the ‘ Eating * alone, or the /Ya^atkartr ’ alone), then the 
first * would be enjoined for all Batings (if th e reference were t6 Bating 
mly\ as also of all the operations of ;the Vapafhartf (if the reference were 
to the Vasatkartr ; and both of these would be equally absurd. 
OonBequCntly, the sentence must be taken as lay ing down the first Eatirig^ 
of the JTasatkartn* And as both, and ‘ Fafafkarfp*y qua^ 

each other, would be related to the same object (the action of Eatoy), 
where we would have Fasu^J we could h%e the * fi^ 

' .iBating/ ■ ■ 

QneeUon i “ InMe^hcH ^ is the cauSaJ 

. And if itiSs not e»^ 
restrictive quaMcarion. (by .raeang^oftbii^) 
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; is always due to the two beieg j'elated 

to -Siiina and it does not make any difference whether the 

factor ^ ewjowd (vide Sutra III-^i.^i2); As a matter 

of fait/-hpw€>ver, ^Va^afkaHrtva* h not wholly incapable of being 
; the fact .of the Fasa^Arflra being the causal condition : 

: : ftdt m agencies as the word \yadi' the Locative ending, ' 

^ like ; but the fact is that the Vasathartr having been enjoined 

as ieoessory to an action, the fact of its being a causal condition is only 
impHei Hence the objection urged above does not affect our theory. 

‘*In. the sentence ‘^asmSdgfcam sdmatrc« Jki*yat8 s^o^r- 

Vyuw,’ we find the ‘three* enjoined with reforenco to the * ^A:,V even 
A‘ thbugh this occurs in a compound ; and in the same manner, we could 
“have the Injunction of the ‘ First* only.’* , 

Jieply i ITot so ; because in the sentence quoted by you also, what is 
held ta be enjoined is what is signified by the compound (Hrca *) ; as what 
is taken to be enjoined by it are the ‘three verses* for all the Bymn^ 
#as. oBufc then what happens is that the whole (‘ three verses *) could 
be accepted as the object of the Injunction, if both the factors (of the com^ 
pound) were such as are not got at by other means ; but as a matter of 
facfc^Wp find that the factor of the yRk* is already got at by the general 
Injanction of SHma^ also by the order of the text ; and hence, in accord- 
ance with the Sutra I— iv— 9, they are not taken as enjoined by the sentence 
in question (whose injunctiveness is taken as restricted to the number 
‘ three * only). In the sentence ‘ Ya&afkartu^ prathamahhahsah *, wo find 
that ivhat is signified by the compound is enjoined only to the extent 
q! the and hence if, like the ‘ Rk * (in the case of the other 

: seotbhp 0 ), the ‘ Eating ’ (of the present sentence) also were already en- 
jQibpd and known as existing everywhere, then it would be abandoned 
hy the Injunotiye potency (in the sentence). As a matter of fact, we find 

V that it is not known or enjoined as existing in regard to the nine cups mi 

v being (in the sentence in question) presented only as the 

y^cau^ it could not be abandoned (by the Injunctive potency) ; 

?; fior ppul^^ taken as merely spoken of by way of a descriptive 

the case of the other sentence also, if the ‘ ^-k * were not 
any place, then, inasmuch as there would be no difference 
the comppund, we should have had to admit the fact of 
to the ?/c verses also ; but as a matter of fact 

V alreellfy %npwn to exist in connection with all the Hymnal 

. : these cannot be taken as enjoined by the sentence). 

ifeim s member ‘three* of the ^ verses j 

in tl^ compound ('Trda^h 
factor, there would be 
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nothing iijcongruoris in ifefif being coinpo^nded (yith ^tbveo ^). In the 
case in question, however, we have already explained that tjie ^ 
not related to all * 

For these reasons it must be admitteid that the * of the 

Va^atkarti* Priest, to be done first, is that which is due to his 
per/omed the VasaffcHrai and then that Eating to which he is entitled by 
maon of the name (of the Cup) ; and it is not the latter that la to be 
done first of all. 

[Thus there are two ■ eatings * for the Vasatkartf Prieet,] 



ADHIKARAIJIA (11). 

; also are causes for ©ating.] 

Roma and Abhisma also (entitle to drink). 

: the only ctiiises ior Eating-, as the 

AcMphs oC Homa and AbM^sava give I'ise to another ; because oF 
the sentence ' HavirdhottiS grSmbhiralhisutya, HhavaniyS huM, pratgan- 
[^ fatetyaysadasi hhaksSn hhdksayanU' (‘Having, in the storeroom, 
pOanded the Soma by means of stones, and offering it into the sacrificial 
: f ire^ ^d coming back into the Assembly Boom, they eat of their portions ’) . 
V (1) Inasmaoh as the actions Borm and Abhi§ava themselves, with 
all their accessories are already laid downelsewhcre, they could not bo 
taken as being enjoined by this sentence ( which, therefore, must bo taken 
as laying down the Hattnyf due to these actions). 

O^Wi'on; “Like the BiksMkya, the sentence might be taken as 
“ laying dotrn the order (in which the actions of Homa and AhUfava and 
“ Jdftwy are to be performed).” 

I But this is not possible ; as the order of sequence is implied 
hy the very nature of the actions themselves ; as there could be no Abhi- 
fqva (pounding and extracting) of that which has been offered into the fire, 
nor could there be an offering of that which has been Eaten [hence the 
order of the a^^ Pounding, (2) B'oma, and (3) Eating], 

^ for the ‘coming back’ (‘pratya^ca^ paretya *), 
th(l|t also is implied by the very nature of things ; as in coming from the 
pl^ of the Sacrificial Fire to the Assembly Boom (such is the way in 
yvhihh the houses are constructed, that) one could not but ' come (or walk) 

; (and hence the sente^^ be taken as laying down this coming 


w> ibo Botf and other Priests arc performing their 
in the Assembly Boom, it is necessary to bring the Soma into 
Ali^'Boom, for the sake of those Eatings of it that are due to the per* ; 

of phyffpfenw, tn the waffles (of the various Cups) ; and here 
iitWi^so necessary for the AdAvarya Priest to convey the invitation for 
B yariotts Priests concerned) j and hence the mention (in the 

i;;ihfinoe>t^^^^^^ taken as the object enjoined by tiie 




And thus we find that the only factor, spoken of ^ 
which is not already implied or got at by other means, is thai bf ; 
and hence it is this alone that can be regarded as the object of Injunction. 

And the purpose served by the mention of the actions of 5 JETowia ’ 
(‘ hutvd *) and yAhl^tsava ’ C *) is simply to show that the 

Eating enjoined in the sentence is to be done by the same persons that 
perform these two actions. And these two actions, oi Bomd oAdi Ah}n- 
sam having been found to serve. distinct purposes of their own, they can 
not be taken as mere accessories to the Bating. As for the Bating, we 
have already found that it serves as the purification of the material; auci 
hence the mention of the relationship of other things (Homa and AhhU 
java) is not for the purpose of showing its subsidiary character. Hence 
it must be admitted, from the very nature of the things concerned, that 
the Homa and the java are the causal condiiiona oi Bating. 

And for this reason, it must bo admitted that thq Performer of the 
actions of fibwaand Ahhi^aDa shoxild also eat the Soma, 



ADHIKARANA (12). 

($h.^ 7as(itharir and others should eat the Sowt«. out of the Cups,] 

smra ( 33 ) : Bemuse^ of the direct declaratloii with 

^Weffard to the Cups, the f/eneral declaration would 
^ ^ apply to the others 

[Wo find the sentence ‘ Prai7?^Ao^w?ca»?«sa/i, pm Brahmana^, prod<* 

gnirndm ' ; and then there arises the qiiesfeiou as to w hether the Peiformei s 

the should oat of the said Cups or 

not. That is to say]. In a case where we have a coalition of the afore- 
said causal conditions of JSftttmgr,— (1) should wo take the two Bating i 
conjointly, (2) eras optional alternatives, (3) or as one setting aside the 
other ? ; 

The common notion being that, inasmuch as they would all serve the 
6^6 purpose, they should be taken as optional alternatives, •««*again8t this 
we have the following — 

PCRVAPAKSHA. 

InSiSmuch as the sentences, ‘ hohu^camasafty^ etc., speak of the 
■ ‘ Cups as specifically related to the Hotr^ etc., the generic declaration, as to 
‘■ the consequent upon Eoma and Ahhisava should be taken as 

“ duly pibserved by the Eating oi those out of the Vessels ; and as such the 
“ connection of these with the must be regarded as set aside by the 
“ former specific declarations. And hence the eating (by the Performers 
‘Vpf JEfoma, etc.) shou^^ be out of the vessels {other than the aforesaid 

' ■ . siddhanta., 

(BiYi There should he {.eating by the Performers of 
y ^ the cups) ; bec<tM»e there is equal 

i ^ ^ specially as the sentenees quoted 

uot 'meant to speotfy the Performers (Hol- 
fbY-')t^s): of -the . tlups (to the preolusiou of all others); 
^Y'i:th^^emtsefhey merely sf^ak of tliese (Holders, as also, 
'v-i^ to'.the Vups), :■ 

bis a possibUity (Sf the Pecfoi'mers iii qiiiiWtioii eatiiig out 
) h<^ase of of the Oaraar coudiUoiifc'v . la a oSse : 



Wh '(IS) 

Wiiere we have tbo causal iii the shaps ot Ihe^^- Fa \ve 

would have the said possibility, by Direct Injductiou, bearuig upoii the 
relationship of the Tasaffedru. Nor does this Injunction ppera^ only in 
a general way ; as it is directly laid down, ih a specific form, ih regard to 
the fifomo for which the Fafa#A;dm has been performed* In fact the :Wasie 
{yXqiui^camasahi etc.) would certainly be weaker in authority, bn acoo^^ 
its extreme remoteness from its objective ; but with all that, we do accept 
the indicdtions of that Name to be antboritativo, as we find that there is 
no otlw function to be served by it. And such being the casef all that 
the sentences Q^paitu etc.*) must be regarded, as laying down the 
eating of these priests, and not as setting aside anything else, in the shape 
of the Eatvtg by the Performers in question, beiog out of the said Cups, 
And then again, in the case of a material that consists of various parts, it 
is quite possible for many persons to eat oat of the same Cup ; specialty 
when the substance that is eaten is the bitter and hot £foma. In fact we 
have a direct declaration to the eiSect that * only a little should be eaten’; 
and certainly if one were to eat np all that would be in the Cup, it could 
not be said to be Va little * ; while if he leaves a little in the Cup, that little 
would stand in need of Disposal ; end as such there would be room for 
another Eating (out of the same Cup). Hence it is necessary that there 
should be room for the eating, by the Performers in question, out of the 
said Cups. 

[Though the Bhdfya has another Sutra here, yet the V Mika does 
not take it up ; and the reason for this omission seems to lie in the fact 
of the Sutra not being found in the Satra text.] 



ApHIKABANA (13). 

("Thd first Eatiniff is that by the Hotf Priest.] 

^ a sinffle vessel^ it is the 

i ^ ^ 4^ as such is the 

ir^or 

It tes been proved that more than one person should eat out of the 
: and we now deal with the order, eto., in which the Eating 
. Js to be done by them. (And on the question, as to which Priest should 
oat the 6foina first of all) we have the following^— 

PUBVAPAKSHA. 

If the ddXeari/M eats it first, then there would be no disorder in the 
performance, due to an unnecessary increase in the number of the pass, 
fi^ to hand ; otherwise (inasmuch as it is the Adhmryu who 

** holds the Cup after the Hama has been offered), if he did not have the 
‘Vfii*st JSfoi^‘«flf,bttt had to pass bn the Cup to others, then it would be neees- 
^ry for the Cup to be offered back again to him (for his own Bating out 
“bfit) (and then it would be passed onto othei’s) ; and this would involve 
a deal of unneessary disorder. Hence it must be admitted that it is the 
“ ddAvaryte priest who should do the first 


SIDDHINTA. 

BUiffa Hotf jpftesf (should eat first); because 

of the words of the Mantra. 

as» after the more authoritative proof has been put for- 
■ introduction of the weaker becomes very difficult, the Author 

the putting for wa,rd of the words of the Ifattfra. 

\ is recited in praise of the iSioue shows that the firet 

performing the operations, 

[at the timebf the Pounding they 
bl^tvihe sfound] [this qualifies the afore* 

[with faces made bJ«e by the touch of the 
[behaving^ well]; (by 

j^irvS hginradyam dfaia [ate up the portion 



{hat ms to hd/orheo^ieaim thd 

tinetly shows that the * first jlAting is io be done by the yasu^artr 
(he being bne of the Boir Pnssts) (and this is also pbmted out^ the 
sentence ‘ Vasatkartuh prathamo hhahsaJjL *), Indicative of the 
thing we have also the Mantra, ‘ SotBm mh praihatndmpiihi *^i,.e. just 
as the Hoif is the first to drink the Soma, so, etc., etc^^^ by the 

simle put in, distinctly shows that the Botr is the first to eat. 

Satif^a (38): Also became of a distinct Declaration (to 

that effect). 

We have already spoken of the qualified Injunction ^ V asaiicaHuik 
pratlmma hhaksah*; (and this distinctly declares that the first eating 
is to be done by the Fofa?A;ar/r who is one of the Hotf priests y. And aa 
the several factors have been laid down before, tli ere can be no incon- 
gruity in the fact of the sentence enjoining more than one thing. In 
fact, the compound (‘jpra/^ama5W‘Sa4*) supplies a further reason (foi 
the multifariousness of the Injunction) ; that is to say, inasmuch as the 
Compound lays down a single Karaka which has been mentioned in the 
same word with another, the present case is not subject to the law 
enunciated in Swira n'r-u---6. 

Sutra (39) i Also because of the order of sequence in 
the prompting causes. 

The effects always appear in the same order as their causes; and 
we find that the prompting cause (of eating), in the shape of the 
performance of a certain action in oonnectiou with the sacrifice which 
is the first to appear is the (a function of the Hoty Priest), 

which is followed by the Howia, the function of the as is 

distinotly pointed out by the Injunction ‘ [And as such 

the eating of the Fasa#ifeartr--^ffotr would necessarily precede . that of 
the Adhvaryuk] . \ 

; ‘‘ The SMjtion of Pounding by the Adhmryu) 

■* preceded even that of the f asathdra "- 

I^ly : True^ it did appear before ; but that alone did not make it 
: the prompting cause of . the Eating of Beinnan^^^ ; as it is the 
as taken along wiHi the ^owtt tha^^ the prompting cause (of 

the v^ showh under yir*riv^$6; £Ahd; 

a the Pounding be done before the yet as the^i ® 

l^aft^r 1^^ the Easing due tpr the two octm^ 

, 'yrOttlAhece^sad^- epme af for thut 



to - believe 'thp.t any of tbe Ho^r -prieste might 4b 

and the last have made it qnito 
elear^tbat the first eating is to be done by the Vasafkarir-^ffotf, anbi 
:h6h<m the w «Ao<«A ’ in the sentence jnst quoted should be taken as 
; denoting the Fiiso/^artr- 



ADHI KARA]}! A ( W) . 

(The Eating should be done after teie Pennission bas been giveh,] ^ 

{^) : 'FJi^ Mating should be done only u^hen 

permitted; because of th$ direct declaratim to 

[In the c^e of many persons eating oat of the same vessel, there 
; arises a qaestion as to whether every one of them should eat only after the 
peiniisSion to do so baa been given, or without any such permission and for 
simplicity 8 sake, tho Purvapaisha is that “ there should be no resti'iction 
as to this ; but the Stddhdnte is that the should be doneottlywhen 
permitted j because of the direct declaration to that efEect~viz. ‘ TdsnUli 
Siym nOniipahuU^^ pSyafi ' (‘ Therefore tho igoma should not be drunk by 
■ one who is not invited to do it ’).] 

This Sutra has been put in, simply for the purpose of explaining the 
seuse of the sentence ‘ te«n3f, eto/ahd^ to preparing the gtound 

lor the next Ai/Mharana. 



ADHIKARANA (15). 

[i'he Permission should be by tho words of the Veda ] 

The Permission should be conveyed by 
of. the words ^XJpahUta upahvayasva*; 
h^cduse of the indicative force of these (words), 

Ih imswei* the question as to by means of which words tho Permis- 
be conveyed, it is declared that it is to be done by the words 
Both of thoso words have been put in with a 
view to to beeaid by the Person conveying the Permission 
(or Invitation ), as well as by one who is permitted (or invited). [The 
, wordv^^^ are invited, being the former, and * lfpahvayasva \ 

.^please invite, being 

The sense of the Sutra is that, in au^ case, the Invitation should not 
be Conveyed by means of the words of ordinary parlance. 



ADHIKARANA (16). 

[The Acceptance should also be by means of Vcdic words,] 

Sutra {i2); The xmnU conveying the acceptance (of 
the Invitation) are implied in the same (that have 
been quoted before). 

[In the place of * vacanam \ some people read ‘ vadanam'^ 

The Purvapahha is that “ either both the Invitation and its 
“ Acceptance, or only one of these should be made by means of the words 
“of ordinary parlance,” 

And in reply to this we have the Siddhanta as follows - 
Inasmuch as the mere verbal order is always set aside by the order of 
its Denotation, the word ^ ’ should be taken as the one conveying 

th(s Pemmion {md mvd * Upahvayam') as the one signifying the 
Acceptance. . •"-v 



ADHIKARANA (17). 

[The Permission is necessary for those Eating out of the same vessel,] 

S^ra {4A)\ The Per should he for those who 

e(xt out of the same vessel; ns it is only those that 
assoeta^e^ together (in that Eating). 

If the Permission herein laid down were such as had not been fc^iind 
elsewhere, then it might have been obtained from any person ; as a matter 
of fact however, we 6ud that the ‘Permission* here restricted (as to 
be giveti by means of Vedio words) is only such as is genei*aily found in 
ondihary life. And hence its possibility could never be set aside in a case 
where it is found to exist. It is only among the priests eating out of the 
Sfttue vessel that the shares being equal (in accordance with the Sutra 
X-r^iii— 53) there are chances of differences arising ; and hence the Eating 

(or Agreement). Even though the 
Bating fey one person would not cause any impurity in the Soraiif and as 
such there is no imperceptible (supersens nous) harm done by such Eat- 
ing^ yet the fact of a number of people eating together out of the same 
vessel, is actually found to give rise to such perceptible disagreeable 
results, as the hurting of one another's feelings ; and as such, there is, in 
Bubh citses, a necessity for the said Permission. Hence it must be admitted 
uece.ssary only for those eating out of the same 



ADHIKABANA (18). 

[The Sacrificer himself should also eat the Soma.] 

(44) : The transference of the TS^ya^mantras 

f ^^£rom the not transfer the Matiny 

^r(from him)i itiat tike the Appointment,^* 

: In conueotioii with the fitugrahsjyns oi ihe Jyotisfoma, wq iti ilx^i 

the appointment of the six Priests with the Sacrificeras the seventh is laid 
down for the perfonnance of the ; and we also find it declared that 
the * belongs to the Sacrificer * ; with regard to the last there are two 
/ alternatives— the Sacrificer himself reciting the Yr^^yd mantraSy or relegat- 
ing the reciting to the Priest, And in case he should do it himseU, 
there arises the question as to whether, or not, this taking up, h^ the 
Sacrificer, of the Ydjyn^recUation (which might have been done fey the 
JBfoff Priest), leads to the transference, from the flbir, also of the per- 
formance of the Va§afkdra , aiid the Mating consequent upon this lattep, 
And on this question, we have the following — 

PtJRVAPAKSHA. | 

“ There ciin be no such transference of: the Eating ; because there is 
^‘Vno Vedio declaration to that effect; and certainly the removal of one 
thing does not necessarily imply the transference of the other as ther^ 
** is no sort of connection between the two ; so in the case in question what 
we find laid down is the transference of the Yd/yd only, and not of th^ 
Vafatkara mi] the Eating also. Cohsequently, just as the transfbren|5^ 

■ ‘ of the Ydjyd does not transfer a^poinimmi of the so in tfec 
X ^same manner, it would not transfer his ; 

‘Vpyec/ww ^ viAt the time t/hat the Sacrificer peiHSniha^^ 
f “ hirhseif, there is no tonsferonce (of it from the 

thedeclai^tion^ffe^]^^^^ hdongito the ffotr ; but wheii he ^ 

(to do it for him), then, trausf^hice ; 

/ ^ such what we have tfe cortside^ as to whet^j^ri; 0 

transference of the YtlJySt from th^ Sacrificer m 

J V ^ ^ 



-itiiaAto- EAT-'lojfA.' 


im: 


: is o that 1.W b«er» set « 9 tde;- 

: « ftflit^asferred to the Sacriacei-. by the declaration ‘ the Tim belong 

say before the appearance of the sentence ‘ the r^/ya 
, to the Sacrifie^^^ mnie ‘ Hautra ’ indicated all the thr^ to , 

‘‘ ^Ipnl tovthe ffotf; and when the said sentence did appear. it tmns- 
»ferr?d:^^r^Va oh^^ the Sacriftcer, and left the Faja.;fcaro and 
j' Ea^in^ in the sam0 position as before (i.e. connected with tbe Hotr), If 
•; W^were to expkin the ‘transference’ as being /row tAe^acnVIcer (to the 
“Hntr.and nob M from the Hotr, to the Sacrilicer, as explained above) 
‘‘then that belonged to him (i.e. the Fayya) would 

fi^Werred from him; and as such, there being no idea of the 
pbssihility pf the Fa*a/Ze5ra and the Mating belonging to him, such 
“ t|i^ could be no question as to whether these latter should be 
tiUUsfe)^ from him or not. Obnseqnently, we must explain thus: 

‘^ Thp sentence— the Tajyit belongs to the Sacrificer ’—having transfer!^ . 
‘‘ the; Tdyya only (from the Hotr bo the Sacrificer), -the FosatWro 
. something wholly distinct from the y%fl, and hence there being 
‘♦np i^ibiU of the relationship (between these two) of the primary 
" and tlw sttbsidiary (a whole and part), —the process adopted would be 
“ that after the sacrificer ha.s finished the Yojgtl, the Hotf would do the 
^ajiafidra and the consequent Jfc’att'np. Inasmuch as the Bating ia due 

VasatkSra and not to that of the YajyS, it 
"eannot^e transferred to the Sacrificer by the transference (to him) 

“ Of the 

/ . SIDDHiNTA. ■ 

(46) : (The Eatinif) belong to the Saerifieerf 

because of the transference of the cause (of Eating. 

. /.ft' ^ declaration we had were in the sentence ‘ YefyS, belongs ‘ 
^ •^ ^^ificer,’ then, in that case, there may not have been a tnms- 
bating. As a matter of fact, however. We find the further 
‘ «Ktya«»Ma%e yay«ti himself be performs 

■) ; and then it is li^ll known that the sacrifice is performed, 

the FttfatfeJEfo also ; inasr ;. 

Wd^;^U t^is latter w used is ponnectipn with the otferihg of the matenUl ; 

we, huye the deplaration— ‘ aSavSnanyajati ’ (‘perforins the 
resting ’)y-whioh shows that beginning with the Yaiwa, 

^ all that is denoted by the verb ‘ yojf ’ (to saorifiTO^ 
w ^ resting by the Performer j^and hsi' a matter Pf 

■^(^'■andABe' Vd^afkara Wi^e-f 



to tfee same pei^e,— ^and »otvif ihe^ wero 

performedv^ p^irsops (the ^ And 

for this reasoh|^^^% be admitted that iho Vasa^Sra and ihh Eating 
should beloug to ihe same person fio whom the belongs, ^eyen 

though the actions be tot <me and the same, and there be no relatiotship 
of the whole and part ; and hence we conclude that tbere shoi^^^^ a 
transference of the Vasatkara and the Eafiintj also (from the vJSfotr to 
the Sacr^cer). : v 

S&iw (46) : As for the Appointmeni it canndt be set aside, 
because it has been already made. 

The Pimapaksin has argued that “ just as there is no transference of 
the Appointment, so far there oan be none of the Vasatkara: and the Hat- 
ing**. And to this we make the following reply : — 

The Appointment having been already made in the past there is no 
transferehcG of it at the time of that of the Tdjyd; while as for the 
Eating^ it has yet got to be done ; and hence we accept the transference 
of that. 

That is to say, a transference of the cause would lead to the trans- 
ference of that alone which would be capable of being transferred from 
one thing to the other. As a matter of fact, we find that, at the time of 
the transference of the Tdjy^^ the Appointment of the JETotr is not cap- 
able of being transferred or set aside ; nor would tlie Appointment, even 
if done in connection with the Sacrificer after its proper time has passed, 
be in the correct form. As for the Eating on the other hand, we find 
that it is both capable of being transferred, end of being connected with 
another person, without any incongruity j and hence there can be no 
analogy between the case in question and that of the Appointment 

There is, however, something to be said against the above explana- 
tion ; it is this : “ Why should the Appointment Be incapable of being 
** transferred, when, as a matter of fact, we find that it is after every one 
optional alternative has been definitely fixed upon, as to be fpllowed,^ 
“ that the performance of the saeri&oc i^begun P It is quite possible^ at 
‘^ the very time that the sacrificial appointments are made, for us to 
‘^ decide as to whether the Fd/yd would be recited by the S^ifi<^ 

JSoir ; and when this lias been done, the Appointment' oohhi Be 
‘Vinade accordingly, -^any one of the two pei^sone being appointed.; : If 
the Recitation of the were a conditional action,: 

the and the iihe^ then 

tetl^ appearan^^^^^M 
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“('jiiirod an existenoo, i( diiolH lua. l)i*in.c nboia Hu^ s:ild A ppoiiTf ment 
“ A.S a niai’tcr of fa.(4. ho\vev(‘r, I1 k‘ Kfoituf ion is imi rnnditional ^ but 
''absolutely rtoceasanj , — and as snob conbl always brino* about, tbo Appoint- 
‘‘ nieiit in aneordanoe vvil h itself. 

Ti»en, it l»as been arufiied tbiii ‘ tbe Appoint lunnt i'ould not be set 
‘'a.sido from the Hotr, boeaiiso bow (mubi it. be sei aside fi-oin the Ifntr 
’* when it is absolvitely neeessary for tlie sake of i\is own Yfljya"? Ibit 
*' tben tliero is no distinct Appointment solely for the sake of t be Yflj/jii 
‘‘ tbo transfeivniec whereof would be suspected. As even fora tliousund 
recital ion.s of (be Y^jyH we could bavo asinc^le Appointment, in common 
‘M'or all of them. .Vud this Appointment is (bnio wifcli a view to certain 
‘^saporseuHuous results; and tben, inasnnndi as it is done a.ftoi* tbe 
Apj)oiutmorit for tbe whole performance of tbe Jo>jf Uhloma has been 
‘Mnado, there would 1)0 no difforonoo perceived in it, and as such it 
‘could be »lone in common for all (the Rccitiitions). 

“ TbeJi, it lias b;H*n ui*^ed that ‘the appointment of the Sacrilloer 
“being made after tbe proper time for it has passed, it would bo 
“defective.' But this argnm(.‘nt is contrary to what has boon said 
“in tbe * (.lu i thpe mnkhy<i'<tja' \X — ii — 12). Specially as in 

“that case tliere is no distinct porformanc(3 of tbe original Primary and 
‘‘its Modification, 

“As for the declaration, that 'in tbe original sacriliee overyfcbing 
“should be done in accordauc*' with tbe diiTun. declarations bearing upon 
“the subject,’ — bliis i.s contrary to tbe Snrou.s'haktyadhikaranu, whore 
‘‘it is shown that anything can be done according ji.s the time for 
“it presents it.scdf.” 

In view of tlioso arguments, we must evplain the Sufnt in tlie follow- 
ing manner: At tbe very outset (in sutra 45) wo have shown that ‘the 
transference of one thing do(‘s not noce.ssarily Imply that of the other,* — 
this dictum being taken for grant(?d, ms rpiitc well known and based 
upon other reason-s; and in the pre.sent Su^ru, what is pointed out is that 
‘theie can be no transference of tbe Appointment as it has been 
already made/— that i.s to say, done for the sake of a difierent Ynjijd. 
Consequently, wlien the Sacrificer would perform the sacrifice, and 
would give directions (to the Hotr,) then f-oo, there would he an Appoint- 
ment; for the sake of a different Ynjya, But tlc ro is this difference 
f between the Appoint on the one haml, and the VttHntkdm and the 
Eating on the other), that the Appointment dues not like the Vasaf- 
kdr'i and the Katinyy follow tbe (rend of the Ydjyd. 


187 



ADHIKARil^NA (19). 

[The Phalaeamasa constitutes a modification of the mateiial foi* 
Sacnfice.] 

SUtra ( 47 ) : The Phalaeammu that is prepared mtder 
certain eondttiouH eonstitntes a modifiratton 
the Eatinff •material] because of Ihe Direct 
Decldrations.^^ 

In connection with the Jyotistonia we find it laid down that under 
the condition of the sacrifice being performed by the Kmttriya or the 
Faw/tt/a, -^instead of the ‘ Oup of Soma,' we should prepare the Phala- 
camasa (the ‘ Pruit-Cnp ’)> — which is thus laid down:—* Having pounded 
the spi\)uts, or tlie fruits, of the mta tree, we should mix; it with the 
cord, and then offer it to the Kmttnya or the Vaishya sacrificer, for eating.' 
And with regard to this Phalacamasa, there arises a question, as to 
whether it is a modification of the material for Eating, or of that for the 
Sacrifice (i.e. is it meant only for being eaten, or for being offered in 
Sacrifice). 

And on this question, we have the following 
P0BVAPAK§A. 

“ (1) Because we have the direct declaration — he mshes to eat 
“ then the %9,[d phalacamasa should be given to him foreating^— (2) because 
“ the direct declaration of tlie pronoun Ham * (in the sentence ‘ tamasamai 
** bhaksam prayaccMt *} points to that which has been mentioned be- 
** fore,— (8) because we have the direct declaration of th^ (4) 

** because it is the eating (of Soma) that is spoken of immediately before 
** the sentence under consideration,— (5) because the {{or eating) 

“ mentioned in the same sentence as the PJa/ocainas« ;— therefore we 
“ conclude that tho Phala camasa becomes an object for eating ; and there- 
“by taking the place of the Som, it would replace only that Soma which 
^* is eaien^ and not that is offered in saerijicex Because that which is 
“ declared in regard to one thing cannot set aside the Soma yrhioh is with 
“ regard to something else* 

“ Then again, the connection of the Pkalacam<utu 
“ is shown by the fact of its appealing in the Oonteat (of the 
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‘‘ foDia ) ; ftnd tho indication of the Context is certainly much less author!- 
“ tative ; and as such it could not set aside the Sowa, which is direotlj 
“laid down in the original Injunction, from the Principal action of the 
“ Sacrifice (and as such in regard to the Sacrifice, the Phalacamasa could 
“ not be substituted for the Soma ). 

“As for the neglect of the Disposal of the Sonin (caused by the sub- 
“sbittttiou of the for it, at the tim»? of the Disposal-eating), 

“ it would not be very sinful, even if I here were no Vedic text authorising 
“ such substitution ; and hence it is all t he less so, when we have a Direct 
“ Declaration (of the Phalacamasa as to be substituted for the Soma at 
“ the time of eating), 

“ For these reasons, the Phalacamasa should be regarded as a modi- 
“fication of the material that is eaten (and not of that which is offered 
“in sacrifice).” 

SIDDHiNTA. 

SUtra ( 48 ) ; It is a modification of the material for 
Sacrifice ; as all purification is for the sake of that 

The Bhasya begins with showing the Indicative force of the words, 
it is only when the Phalacamasa is a modification of tlie sacrificial 
material, that it can obtain a relationship with the iSfoma-sacrifioe. And 
it is only when tiie presence of the Soma is set aside by the fact of its 
place having been taken by the Phalacamasa that we can have the phrase 
*na somam' by way of a descriptive reference; just like the exprosHioii 
^na gird: gireti' in the sentence, ^Airam krtvd udgaijati-, na gird girBti.' 

Objection : “ Without connection loith a sacrifice how could tho 

“ Phalacamasa he a modificatioti of the sacrificial material t That is to say, 
” the Indicative force (of the expression " na soynam') could not be 
“ applicable to the case in question without some sort of connection with 
” a sacrifice.^' 

In reply to this, the connection with sacrifice is shown by the quoting 
of the whole passage—* sa ijadd Bdjanyam vd Vaishyam vd ydfayit, nyagro- 
dhewtAhihi etc,, etcr-^tdbhirydjayet* (‘In case one be called upon to 
officiate at a sacrifice performed by the K^attriya or the Vaishya, ho should 
fetch the . . . , and have the sacrifice performed by means of 

these*). It is not necessary that the connection must be with only such 
a verb' as appears afterwards ; specially as it is not the mere fact of the 
verb occurring in the first part of the sentence that forms the basis of 
the signification ot * precedence in time,* by the affix * fctvd* (in the words 
* upaniybjya,* etc., etc.) ; as we find in the sentence * gacchaii pahtva 
whei» the precSdencCy in time, is that of the *eating^ in coznparison with the 
' que^tioh, the connection With a sacrifice 



U92 TANTRA-V/iRTJKA, ADH. lIl—PinA V— ADHt. (19). 

IS shown by the seriteTice if self Though the actual word used in the* 
sentence is the causative {'y^jnySt'), yet tl»e connection should be taken 
as being with the simple ‘ saerificr/ just as in the sentence grdmaMmdm 
ynjayBt ; because as for the subsidiary performer (who would be the 
nominative of the causative ‘ ydjayBt ’ ), he is already known, and not lead- 
ing to any result, cannot form the object of Injunction. 

Such being the case, the expressions ‘ tamusuiai hhaksam ’ and 
* na svmam* would thereby serve the purpose of a descriptive reference to 
the ‘offering of the Phalacntnasa' and the ‘absence of both of 

wliich are previously laid down. 


The above explanation is not admissible ; ns it involves the following 
anomalies: (1) liernote syntactical connection ; (2) the rejection of the 
signification of ^ tamaamai' ) (8) absence of injunctive potency; (4) tlie 
assumption of the in junctive poteneyfor that wliich serves the sole [inrposo 
of pointing out the prompting cause ; (5) assumption of the sense of the 
Instrumental ending ; (6) rejection of the Accusative; (7) the removal 
of all Soma; and (8) the assumption of the factor of simple ‘sacrifice’ 
from the causative ‘ ydjayBt,* 

That is to say — (1) though between the latter ‘ ///ya?/#/ ’ and the 
former conditional declaration ‘ sayadi, et(\’, we have the sentence ' sa yadi 
somavi vihhaksayisBt* yet wc take the former two as syntactically con- 
nected, irrespective of the interruption. (2) Tlioiigli the Pronoun in 
* tamasmai * is, by direct declaration, known to have the power of referring 
to the person spoken of in the context, the above explanation would neces- 
sitate the rejection of this power, as also the immediate sequence. 
(3) The presence of the conditional ‘if^ in the sentence * sa yadi^ Gtc,\ 
sets aside the injunctive potency of (he sentence ; and hence it could not 
be taken as laying down the sacrifice as connected with the Phalacamasa 
(unless we were to assume an injunctive potency in the sentence). (4) The 
sentence ‘sa yadi, etc.*, having served all its purpose by having pointed out 
the conditions, any further assumption of the injunctive potency would be 
most incongruous. (5) It will be necessary to assume the absolutely 
iiou-existing word ^ inhhiy (with the Instrumental ending) along with 
the latter ' yojayBV (6) Though in the expression ‘^amamai, ’ the 
word ^ tarn' (with the Accusative ending) signifies the predominance 
(of the eating-material), yet that would be lost sight of ; and furtlier, the 
word 'prayacchet" being clearly found to have the character of the 
injunctive, it would Jiot be correct to take it as a mere descriptive 
reference. (8) Nor is quite admissible to extract the subordinate factor 
of the mere VyucYi/t tj' trom the causative ‘ j/nyc/y 67 ’ and thou connect it 
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with tlie Phalficam'fsa, (7) Innsnmch as tho Phalactmam vvouM he 
recognised as connected with the whole of the Jyotispma^ the Soma would 
be wholly rejected, and the whole of the sacrifice would be performed with 
the Pkalacamasa, All these right anomalies arc most incongriioiis and in- 
admissible. 

The autlior of the BMsya also says—* ynjayilnmiti gnmyahl,' and not 
that there is a connection with the causative ^y^tjayU' And the author 
of the sutra also has put forward the reason'—* horaum all purification /.v 
for the sake of the sacrificial material \ and not that ‘ because it is connec- 
ted with ySyayBt,' And for these reasons we cannot admit the above 
explanation. 

Some people explain thus : — ** luasniucli as there is a sacrifice 
“ mentioned in the Context, the sentence in question does not establish 
“the necessary relationship with the seiit>mc!o (of that sacrifice) \ and 
“hence on meeting with the sentence ‘ tam prayncchBlf when there arises 
“a question as to for what purpose, this should be given (prayaccMt) \ 
“tlie answer to this is that it is yioe,} for the purposes of ylijaua 
“ (officiating at the sacrifice of the Ksattriya)^ as is shown by the 
** Context.” 

But this explanation also is open to the following objections : (1) All 
the Soma in the sacrifice would bo replaced by the Pkalacamasa \ (2) 
the absejice of conuection (of the Phalacamasa) with the eating^ which is 
expressed by the word ‘ tam * and as such is cognized by means of the 
same sentence as tlie Phalacamasa itself ; (3) and in that case (there being 
no such connection, wo could not explain the Masculine affix in ‘ tam ’ 
(as the Pronoun would apply to the * nyayradhashthivi^f which is not 
masculiue); (4) and the ^tam' would be construed along with \praya- 
cchety notwithstanding the intervention of * bhaksam * (the construction 
being * tam yHjayitum prayacchst *). 

For these reasons, it becomes necessary that the Siddhmta should be 
explained in such a way as would not do away with connection of 
^hhak§ianif Because at the very outset we have to consider th 0 .so 
questions— (1) Is the ‘eating’ that is enjoined (in ' tamasmai bhaksam 
prayacchBt ’) one that has not been laid down before ; or is it the same that* 
has been spoken of before V (2) Is the ‘eating’ enjoined as a pari- 
ficatory ritOf or an independent action by itself, or as purificatory rife 
auxilUdry to the sacrifice ? 

If it bo an altogether new ‘eating * that is enjoined, then it conies to 
be an indirect aid to the sacrifice, which is not admissible; as (1) that 
would involve the assumption of a transcendental result (following from 
eating ) ; (2/ the use to wliich it would bo put \^uld he very far from 
that indicated by the Context ; and (3) it would be aiding something with 
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which it has no direct connection. Then again, the Accusative ending iu 
* tain* distinctly shows that the material to be eaten is something to be 
purified ; as qtlierwise we should have had the word [ and hence 
tlio ‘eating* must be regarded as a purificatory action. It is in the 
very nature oi purijimtory ticHon9, that they take up substances that have 
been used, or those that have to be used; but as that >yhioh would 
he ‘eaten’ could not possibly be used again, the must be 

regarded as purificatory of that which has been used. Thus then, when the 
Phiilacamasa would be betaking itself to the purificatory eatinj, it could 
be thus addressed—* thou couldst be purified by the eating.^ only if thou 
wouldst be used for some purpose or other, and not otherwise ’ ; and 
thus looking for its being used, the Phalacamasa becomes, through the 
Context, taken up as an auxilliary to the Sacrifice. And then, before it has 
been used, and thereby become capable of being purified by the eating of 
the sucrificer, — it becomes related to the sacrificial portions, by means of 
the Apparent fiiconsisfcency (of its being eaten by the sacrificer); and this 
fact having become duly ascertf^ined, the Phalacamasa would be taken as 
forming the material for the repetition of the offering oat of the Cup of the 
Sacrificer; because the fact of its not boitig used in the other vessels or 
Cups would not interfere with its being eaten by the Sacrificer (and it is 
only the apparent Inconsistency of this that has been made the ground of 
its connection with the sacrificial portions), Atid in this manner, use 
would be found for the Soma also (as the other vessels and Oups would 
contain the Soma, only that of the Ksattriya or Vaigya sacrificer being 
filled with the Phalacamasa). 

Or, it may be that the word ‘ Bhaksa, * pronounced in connection 
with the context of the Jyotisfomaf would be based upon the original 
‘ bhahsa * of the Soma ; and as this latter Bhaksa is known as purificatorij 
of the remnant of the material used at the Sacrifice^ the bhahsa (eating) of 
the Phalacamasa too could be purificatory of it only as the remnant of 
that which has been used in the sacrifice; and it could not be taken as 
serving any purpose other than that piwification ; nor, lastly, could it be 
taken as an independent action by itself; as we find none of the 
causes such as ‘other words,’ etc., described iu Adliyaya II— that would 
show it to be an independent action. 

And farther, the clause — yaeJi soivtam ^distinctly 

shows that the ‘ eating * of the Phalacamasa is correlative to the ■ eating of 
Soma ’, which is thus mentioned in the same sentence with itself ; 
btlierwi^i the mention of ‘ Soiaa ’ wbhld be absolutely nieaningless. 

Nor is it possible for the clause * na somawi ’ to be taken as a mere 
descriptive reference ; of the Phalacamasa^ thtit is 

laid down in the sentence were a whelly different * eaii«g, * la^id clown as 
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an indirect aid to the sacrifice, theu, in that case, it won Id not oust the 
Soma; as the two would not have the same functions to subserve (the eating 
of Soma being a Disposaly while that of the Fhalacamusa^ being, according 
to this view, an inilirect aid) ; ami when the Soma would not be ousted, 
iliere could he no mere descriptive i*ei‘erence of its prohibition. 

Nor can the clause ‘ firt soma?» * be taken as an Injunction; because 
that would involve a syntactical split, and the assumption of a transceden- 
tal result; and further, the sentence wouhl become wholly iiTelevnnt 
tuid absurdly out of place; as the construction of tlu3 whole would be 
something like this ; — * yadi somam bhakmnBna snmskurfmiicchSt (if one 
should wish to purify the Soma by eating), tatah phulacamaaobhaJcsana- 
maradupak^rakam kurydt (then he should do the eating of the Phalaca- 
ma$a, which is an indirect aid to the BBiCvi^C(i),phaLacamasain vn mmsknr- 
ydt (or he should purify the Phalacamasa) ! ! And if the sentence is 
construed as-—* y§na bkakshanBna yaihabhulam somam samskartumicchtt 
tena tdthdbhutamBva phalacamasam sartukurydt ’ (‘ one should pacify, by 
eating, the Phalacamasa in the same chaiactei*, and in the same way 
as lie wishes to do with regard to the Soma'), - ihe\\, in that case, by 
Apparent Inconsistency, we would come to take it as the Phalacamasa as 
related to (and forming the material for) the repetition of the offering made 
out of the Oup of the saorificer. 

For these reasons it must be admitted that the Phalacamasa 
constitutes a modification (substitute) for the Soma, as regards the 
offerings at the sacrifice. 

Says the BhSsya : ‘ Saisd vyavadharamkalpanfl.* That is to say, 
just as in the case of the sacrifice performed for the Acceptance of the 
Horse-gift, though the assertion was * as many herrses as he should accept, 
yet it was taken in the sense of ‘ as many as he should give' and 
accordingly the Isfi was taken as to be performed by the Giver, — so, in the 
same manner, in the case in question, though the declaration is to the 
effect that ‘ should be offered foi' eating' (' hhaksam prayacchSt'), yet it 
^ is taken in the sense that * it should he offered as the material to be 
offered in sacrifice ' 

The same reasoning holds respecting such sentences as ^ putikama* 
h'hisi^^yQf; \ (* one should pound the puHkS, if Soma be unavailable ’) and 
the rifSt (where the putikd is to be taken as laid down, not simply as an 
object fo fee pounded, but as one to be offered). 

SUtra ii9)\ Because of 

The Injunction of the'^ ku^a-sprout,* with reference to the Homa 
of the material in the ^ other cups * (in the sentence ySdlt anyStngcamasdn 
i^i^Poii.aihaUasya darhhatarnmkenopahatya juhvatV), distinctly show. 
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fcJiafc the Phal aroma aa is meant to be a substitute for tlie mu ferial to h,^ 
offered at the sacrifice, 

SUtva (60): Been use we find ("the Phalacnmasa) 

as to he held up at the same time as the other cups. 

It is only when the Phalmavia^a is similar, in ebaracier, to Ihe 
otlior cups, that we (jan explain tlie fact of its holding up being spoken of 
along with tliat of the other cups, with regard to which latter there is 
no cloul’t as to the materials contained in I hose being offered at the 
sacrifice. 

Siitra (61) : Also because of the indicative force of tvords. 

IVe have alread}' explained how the reference to the prohibition of 
Soma (ill the words ‘ na somaiu *) indicates that tlie Phalacarnasa is to be 
dealt with in the same way as the 8ovia--ilmt is to say, by being offered 
at the sacrilice. 



ADHIKARANA (20). 

[The Rdjmya’CAX^B should be eaten out of by the Brahmanaa.] 

Sfiitm (52): '*In regard to the ‘ Anuprasarpana/ ithe Eating 
** should be regulated by Caste.” 

In connection with the (which is a part of the Rajasuya 

sacrifice), we have the sentences — " Catmn BrUhmannh soviam hhaks- 
ayanfi^^ and, ‘ Dugadagaikanca'inasam(mnpramrpei/uh ’ ; and in regard to 
these, there arises the question as to whether the Udjanya-mps also slionid 
be eaten out of by the ten Brtlhmams^ or by Ksattriyait. 

Question : “What is the ground for this doubt ? ’* 

In answer to this, some people put forward the diversity of construc- 
tion that the sentences admit of. For instance, if the sentence ‘ daga- 
dagaikam, etc.,’ be an Injunction, then, ten men of each caste having been 
enjoined by this Injunction, the sentence * gatam BrtihmandJ^ * would be a 
mere descriptive reference to those therein enjoined,— the name of 
^ Brdhmana ’ being used in view of the fact of the number of that caste 
exceeding that of the other castes’, — just as we find in the case of the 
expression the ‘ Mrahmaiia- village ’ ; and in that case it wmld be ten 
A?a//n*jyas that would eat out of the Udjanya-cups y on the other hand, 
if the sentence ‘ gatam Brahmandh w’ere an Injunction, then, in that case, 
the other sentence ‘ daga^ etc.,’ would be a descriptive reference ; and inas- 
much as there is no possibility of an indirect secondary signification in 
the case of an Injunction, it w'^ould be the Brahmanas alone that would 
eat out of all the cups ; and hence out of the ton Bdjanya-cnps also, the 
eating would be done by ten Brahmanas. 

Thus then, on the above question, we have the following 

PtTRVAPAKSA. 

“ Inasmuch as the word ‘ anuprasarpeyuh ’ (in the latter sentence) 
“has the Injunctive form, while the word ' bhaksayanti ' (in the former 
“ sentence) has the descriptive form, we must take the sentence ‘ daga 
“ dagaikam as the Injunction ; and then there arising the question as to 
“which ‘ten* should do the eating, we are led, by the fact of the 
“ number always pertaining to homogenous things,^ to conclude that the 
188 
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bating out of the i?r57iwa»a-c^*jp« should be done by ten BrUhmanas, while 
** tliat out of the Bdjanya^cufs^ by ten KsiSiUriyas, 

“The word ^Samanyat* in the Sillra may be explained in three 
“different ways: (1) The Injunction having ceased to operate after 
“ having laid down the number ‘ ten/ it becomes necessary to find out the 
“ individuals that would make up that number ; and the individuals to be 
“ accepted should be only those of whom we may have some indications 
“ (in the text itself) ; as a matter of fact, we find that for persons 
“ belonging to the same caste^ we have an indicative agent in the shape of 
“one ‘class’ or * commonality ’ (‘sdmdfiya’), whereas for persons of 
“different castes we have no such indication. (2) Or, the ^8^7nSnya' 

‘ meant might be the ‘commonality of objects*; that is to say, 
“ inaccordance, with the SUtni HI - i — J2, ‘ the number ‘ ten * and the caste 
“ ‘ Kmftnya * should be taken as qunlifiying each other, on the ground of 
“ both of them being laid down in regard to the Pkalacamasa \ and this 
“ w'ould mean that the ^ Kmltrixja' ‘hood extends only over those objects 
“ that are contained in the number ‘ ten, * and vice versa ; and on the 
“ strength of this, we must admit that ten Ksattriyas sliould eat out of the 
Edjanya- Clips. (3) Or, may be taken to mean that when 

two things belong to the same class, or happen to have the «ame function, 
‘‘ the one sets aside the other ; and hence in the case in question, we find 
“ that the caste ‘ Ksattriya ’ is already laid down in the Injunction of the 
^'llnjtisUya sacrifice Bttjd Rdj'asuyBna svMjyahllmo yajBta')^ which 
“also lays down the number ‘one ’only (by the singular number in 
“ ‘ Bfljfi ’) ; and ns the Bdjitsuya forms the original primary of the actions 
“ spoken of in the sentences under consideration, the number ‘ one * comes 
‘‘ to be taken as pertaining to these latter also ; but we find these 
“ sentences distinctly laying down the number ‘ten’; and this latter is 
“ taken as setting aside the former number ‘ one * on the ground of its 
“ having been laid down in a general way, ^stimOnyat' (while the number 
“ ‘ ten ‘ is specially laid down), and on that of its applying to the actions 
“ in question merely by way of implication (and not by direct Injunction); 
“but that does not set aside the * KsatMya' caste hho. Heface we 
“ are led to the conclusion that the sacriftcer’s cup, without being 
“disjoined from the ensio ' Ksattriya^* should be connected with the 
“ number * ten * ; .that is to say, it is the ten K^attriyas that should eat out 
oi the Bf^janya^cups. 

“ Objection; ‘ The sentence having laid down tlie number ‘ten/ ines- 
“ much as the reference would be a qualified oiie, the sense of the 
“ Injunction being ^yadehaikam camdsamanuprasarpantii efe, etc/ (i*e. 
“ ‘ those that eat out oft e^h of the vessels should be ten *), there would be 
“a distinct syntactic^r split.’ ' 
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** i That would not affect our position ; because it is only tho 
‘*cup that is referred to by moans of the word * canmam^ with the 
aceussative ending; and all that this shows is that the cup is the 
“object to be purified; and as for the 'cups.* >ve find that they arc 
“ capable of no other purification save that by means of eating ; and hence 
“ it is this eating that should be taken as indicated by the word 
“ anupt'asarpSyuh ’ ; and as that eating is found to pertain to every one of 
“ the oups^ this eating also comes to be n>ontioncd in the sentence in 
“ question, by way of reference ; and as such there can be no syntactical 
“ split;* 

SIDDHANTi^. 

Sutra ( 68 ) : The Brahmanas should do It; because o/ the 

same tvord. 

Tho Ksattriyae should not eat out of the Bajanya-cups ; bc(3ause iu 
the case in question, we find the Injunction speaking of ‘ hundred Br&h- 
mam- ' which would have to he taken in its secondary signification, if wa 
did not admit the fact of the BrUhmanas eating out of the cnf)s in 
question. 

That is to say, the connection of tho Breihmams with all the cups is 
shown by the same word ‘ Br^hmana ’ being used. And as such tho 
Brahmanas should not be disconncctod from any of tho cups. Nor do we 
find any ground for taking the word (‘ Brdhmam *) in its secondary sense ; 
(as indicating the Ksattriya) ; specially as we do not find the Ksattriya 
mentioned by any more authoritative means of knowledge ; and if the >vor(l 
were taken in the said indirect sense (and the Injunctive character were 
attributed to the sentence etc.’) the whole of the sentence ‘ 

BrUfmanSh etc.* would be a meaningless repetition ; while in accordaucre 
with pur theory, the Injunctive potency of the sentence ‘ gat am Br&hmandh 
eta/ being inferred from the nature of the declai^tion in regard to the 
performance of the sacrifice as a whole, it would enjoin ‘the hundred Brah- 
ma^as * ; and this being done, the repetition contained in the sentence * daguy 
etc.’ would serve the purpose of pointing out the various shares. 

Or; it may be that, in accordance with the Sutra X -iii — 58, it would 
be by direct signification that the ‘tens,’ enjoined in the former seiitoucc, 
would be spoken of by way of descriptive reference, in tlie senttvnee 
‘dafa, etc.* (and thus iu this case, there would be no recourse to indirocU 
secondary signification). And as all the ten cups would be occupied by 
the ‘hundred Brahmanas,’ in ten parties of ten Brahmanas each, there 
would be no room for any Hence it yust be admitted that 

t0n J3rd&ma»a« should 49at out of the ten B&janya^Cups, 
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The above representation of the Adhikarana liowover, is not ad min - 
sible. (1) Because, in the first place, if the sentence Brd.hmanak, 

etc.’, were the Injunction, then, inasmuch as the descriptive reference 
would be the eating which is implied by its presence in the Original Pri- 
mary (the sacrifice), — and as no qualified Injunction (of the 

Brakmana qualified by the number ‘hundred’) would be possible, —it, 
would be necessary to take the Injunction as pertaining to one of those 
only (cither the Brdhmana or the number ‘hundred’); but if the Injunc- 
tion were applied to the number ‘hundred,’ then the word ‘ Brahmanay 
would be absolutely meaningless; (2) while if it were applied to the Brafi- 
rmna^ the word 'Qatam' would be meaningless, (il) If then, the sontonce 
be taken as enjoining the Brakmana with reference to the number ‘ hund- 
red,’ then it becomes necessary for you to point out the authority for de- 
claring the eating as to be done by hundred persons. (4) Further, if the 
Injunction be taken as that of the number ‘ hundred’ with reference to the 
Briihmana, then, through the preclusion of the Ksattritja^ the mention of 
the BrShmana would become a qualifying adjunct ; and as such the re- 
fei'ence being to a qualified object, we would have a syntactical split ; 
and there would bo nothing done in connection with the Edianyii' 
Oiijps (as the Injunction would be restricted to thel/wp^ out of which the 
Brdhmaiias eat). Then again, inasmuch as the sentence Bkaikam, etc.* 
could not be taken as a mere reference, in regard to tl»e Eajanya^Cups^ it 
would be taken as enjoining ten Kmttriyas, with regard to those cups ; while 
for the other cups, wo have the Injunction of ‘hundred BraJmanas ’ in the 
sentence ^Catam Brhhmanahf and we do not know liow the nine cups arc 
to be divided among the ‘ hundred Bralimanas. (5) If, on account of the 
connection of the 8oma^ the word ‘ Brdhmandh ’ were taken as a mere des- 
criptive reference, then too, inusmuch as that would involve a preclusion 
of the Fhalacamana (by the ^ Brahmana- 8 oma^), there would be the anomaly 
of a qualified reference; and further, as there would he no functioning (of 
the Brahma^as) in regard to the Phalacamasa^ wo would, as before, have 
the possibility of (the eating by the Ksattriya). That “the two words 
‘ Soma ’ and ‘ Brdkmana^ are never found to be used in the sense of the Phala- 
camasa and the iKsai^nya, respectively ” — cannot bo regarded as any au- 
thority. (6) Then if the reference be taken as to the unqualified eating, 
then we would have the number ‘ hundred * applicable even to those eat- 
ings that are done out of the aminal body, the cake, etc. Because it is 
not only the ‘ eating at the Principal sacrifice ’ that is spoken of as ‘ Bhak- 
sa\ and as such, being a purificatory act (<>f the Remnants), it would 
pertain equally to all Primaries and Subsidiaries, as shown under the Sutra 
III — vii— 2; and furrier, in this case, the word ‘Sown’ would be abso- 
lutely meaningless. (As what would be laid down would be mere eating 
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in general)* (7) If the number ‘hundred’ be taken as eti joined with re- 
ference to the Soma^ then, in that case, beginning from its Purchase, all tlie 
rites that would be done in connection witli the Soiua would have to be 
done by hundred persons; and in that case the word ‘ Bhak^ayanti" would 
be meaningless. (8) If with reference to ‘eating,’ the connection of the 
‘hundred’ Brahma^as,* bo taken as enjoined, — then too, this latter would 
apply to the case of the (eating out of the remnants of the) Annual Body, 
and tlio cake, etc. ;-~and hence the use of the word would bo ab- 
solutely meaningless. (^) Then, if the ‘hnndved Brahmanas’ be taken 
as enjoined with reference to the Somu, this would be absolutely impos- 
sible, because of the word ‘Soma ’ not being expressive of the Action ; and 
hence there would be no preclusion of the connection of the Kmtbriya with 
the Phalacamasa, in the form of the ‘ Pata-sprout,* which is not Soma. 

For these reasons, it is not possible for the scnteTice ‘ ^atam Brcih- 
manah^ to be taken as an Injunction. 

Tlien again, there would be no use, or autliority, for ttiking, as a 
mere descriptive reference, the sentence \ia(}adagaikaikam,^ etc., whose 
Injunctive Potency is intact, and which has booii ascertained to be pos- 
sessed of an independent injunctive character. How, far could the 
former sentence {^Catam BrohmiMf etc.’), which has its verb in the 
Present Tense, be taken as an Injunction V Consequently it must bo 
taken as a mere descriptive reference. Nor, in the absence of the condi- 
tional character, etc., is it possible for several verbs to be syntactically 
connected (and forming a simple sentence, wliiclv would bo necessary if 
the sentence ‘ dar;a, etc.’, were taken as a mere d(?scriptivc reference). 
Nor do we find any idea of the conditional character in a. sentencx' that is 
wholly devoid of such conditional words as ‘ if’ and the like. Nor is the 
sentence ^daga, etc.’, found to contain an eulogy, for the sake whereof the 
sentence could be taken as a descriptive icforeuce, and as syntactically 
connected (with the Injunction; in accordance with the Sutra 1 — ii — 7). 
Consequently, inasmuch as the whole of the sentence (‘ l)aca, etc.’), wldch 
is wholly distinct from the other sentence, cauiiob be rightly taken as a 
mere descriptive reference,— we must take it as enjoining something. 

Thus then, if, in view of the absence of any limit as to ‘ hundred.’ 
the sentence be taken as enjoining the various parties of ton, then, in that 
case, the mention of * Ekaikam' would becotne inexplicable ( incongiiious) ’ ; 
specially as the Injunction of this latter would involve a syntactical s|»lit. 
And, inasmuch as the (V^asatkartr B.m\ the other Priests are entitled to 
several Cups, the 'JEkaikam, etc.’, could not bo a mere descriptive reference; 
and as their eating out of the vessels also is pointed out by the previous 
sentence, the specification of ^Camasa' (Cup) would be meaninglc.ss ; and 
if this word were taken as qualifying or specifying (the material as that 
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confainiid in the Oiips),\i would give ri.se to a syntaotical split. Nor, 
as a matter of fact, is it possible for the sentence ^ dat^a^ etc./ to bo taken 
ns a meie descriptive reference; because the number * hundred/ which i.s 
laid down for the sake of the purification of the Cups, would appear to 
be applicable, as a whole j to each of those Cups, If it be taken as meu- 
tioiied for the sake of the purification of the Performer (of the eating), 
then there would be a possibility of Division, as in the case of the Sacri- 
ficial gift; anil hence, in aceordauce with the Sutra X~iii— 63, we would 
have the Division as * parties of ten to each one of the Cups/ And in this 
case, even though there would be an Injunction, yet it would have the char- 
acter of Preclusion ; or, it might show that with regard to a single Cuf! 
there may bo ten j^ersons eating out of it; or that with regard to a 
single Cup, ten parties of ten eating out of the same Cups; in any case 
the eating out of the Cup would be done by hundred persons, in parties 
of ten each. 

Thus then, we find that neitlier of the two sentences in question is 
compatible with the above explanation (and as such both are ixlcapable of 
being takeu as independent Injunctions). Consequently, we must explain 
the Adhikarapa as follows : — 

Both the sentences arc injunctive ; because both have the form of an 
Injunction. And then too, in the first place, it is the sentence ‘ Dufa, etc.* ; 
which, as in the VUrvapaksa^ is taken as the Injunction; because, as shown 
above, no other order of sequence is possible. The word ^ Annprasarpanii' 
indicates that eating^ whose existence is already implied by AtidS^a (tlio 
Implicatory Law that ‘the Modificatory Action is to be done in the same 
way as the Original Primary’) ; and as such, it indicates the SacriJicCj 
just as tUo eating of the Phalacamasa has been said to do; and hence, in the 
sentence * cZapa, etc./ the portion ‘ camasamanuprasarpanti* should be taken 
as a descriptive reference, because of the relationship of the qualification 
and t\e qualified (between the '’Qamasa^' Gwp^md the Anuprasarpanaf 
eating)^ based upon the fact of either one of these being in need of the other ; 
while the portion * dapa, etc.,’ is to be taken as an Injunction ; and the 
repetition of the words may be explained as being due to the fact of the 
number ‘ten’ differing with each ‘one’ (Cup), as would be indicated by 
the predominant character of the ‘OttWttfia/ 

Thus then, the number ‘hundred’ having been completed (by the 
repetitions of ‘Ten’), the other sentence {^(fatam Bratman^h) is to be 
taken as enjoining i\io ‘ firaZtmana ’ with reference to that the 
constructiqia^;. being ^ yacchatam joman hhaksayanfi tad BrSkmanilhf 
(‘ The Jiundred that eat out of the Soma^cups should be Brah^^a^as ’). So 
long as any portion of ;the sentence is capable of being taken as aft Injunc- 
tion, it is not proper to take the whole as a mere descriptive 
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nor, under ihe circumstances, would it be right to take the word ^ Brdh- 
mam ’ as indirectly indicating (the other castes) ; as it has all its needs 
supplied by being connected with the mnnber ‘ hundred ’ (and tliiis there 
is no Apparent Iiioonsisfency in it that could justify our liaving i‘ecpur*se 
to aseoondsry signification with regard to the word ’). Then^ 

ns for the words and "hhaksayanti,' they are not meant to be 

significant ; and as such there can be no anomaly of qmlified refenmee. 

Nor would the mention of the Soma bo wholly anomalous; as all 
that it is found to do is to indicate something used at the samftre^ and as 
such, it could bo taken as pointing to the Phalacamasa. 

Consequently, while wo would bo still on our way to the assumption 
of the for the making up of the number ‘bundled’ (on joined 
by the sentence ‘ dapa, etc.*), — the other sentence Qatam Brdhuimdh^ 
etc.’ ) will have supplied the want by laying down another object (the Brah- 
mana) for making up that mirabcr. Nor would this exlond to the case of 
the vessels also; 'as the sentence ‘dayo, etc,.,’ refers distinctly fo the Cups. 

Thus then, wo find that, even as regards the Jinjanya-Cujos the In- 
junction having pointed out the as to be done by the said ‘party 

of few,’ — the place is taken up by the ‘party of tfm Brdkmanns' (as sliown 
alx)ve) ; and thus the material in question having all its needs of purifica- 
tion fulfilled by being eaten by these latter (and thus being duly duposed 
of), it is the Sacrificer (the Ksattriya) who would have no eating to do, 

Thus it i.s established that it is ten Briihmanas that should cat out 
of the ten Bdjanya-Cups. 

Tn the BJidsya^ wo find that the question has been raised as to tlie 
prohibifition (and consequent impropriety) of the Brdhmanas and Km- 
ttfiyas eating together out of the same Cup,— and answered by the declara- 
tion that ‘ there is no impmuty attaching to the eating of the Soma.' 

And against this portion of the BJinsya, some people urge the follow - 
ing objection : “ Inasmuch as there would bo no Soma in the Phala- 
mmasa^ how could there be any impurity attaching to the eating out of 
that ? 

But this does not affect the situation ; because the Phalacamnsa, be- 
ing substituted for the Soma, becomes endowed with all the properties of 
this latter; as we shall show under the Sutras, ‘ Naimittihm, etc.’ (Til— 
vi— 36), and * Dhdrmasydrtha-krtatvdt * (IX — ii — 40). 

Obyeef^on: “ The absence of impurity is a property of Man] and as 
‘■ Bueh it could not be attributed to the Phalacamasn merely by reason of 
“itgbemg substituted (for the Soma)** * 

: It would certainly be not attributed, if it really were a prop- 
ertj^ As a matter of fact, however, it ig not a property of Man ; 

as that would involve the assumption of a distinct result (i» connection 
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with the sentence, * no imiviirity attaches to the eatijig of Sowa). Spec- 
ially as we find that the ‘absence of impurity’ has been spoken of in 
answer to the possibility of an impurity attaching to the ^eating of the 
Soma* ; and this shows that tlie said ‘absence of impurity’ is a property 
of the Action, Consequently, it must be admitted that, just as the Soma 
when it purities (by eating), does not bring about an impurity in the per- 
fonnerf — so also would its substitute, the Phalucamasa, do. 

And thus, on the strength of the aforesaid reasons, it must be ad- 
niitteci tliat the eatw/ out of the ten lilijanya-Ciips is to be done by 
Brdhmnnas^ 

Thus kni>s tfik Kikth Faua of Adfiyau III. 



ADHYaYA III-PADA VI. 
ADHIKARANA (1). 


[Such Injunctions, as that of tho 8ruva being made of the Khadira wood, 
pertain to the Original Primar^^ Sacrifice.] 

Sutva il; : It peviaiKtH to all; an it docn not occur 

in ^*any particular Context. 

In regard to those declarations that do not occur in the wako of any 
psirticiilar sacrifice, and which contain indications of the Original Primary 
A(?tioa, — we come, to consider the question }i.s to Avhen they bocome con- 
nected with a Coiitext, they do so with the Context of the Original Primary 
Sacrifice, or they pertain to all sacrifices. Even in the absence of any of 
tho six means of Oogintion; in the shape of Direct Declaration, etc., we can 
establish a connection with sacrifices, just in the same way as in the case 
of the Agva'pratigrahesti. 

In connection with tho Sruva and the JahUy we have tho Injunctions 
of the * Khadira wood' and ‘leaves’ respectively ; and tho Sruva and the 
JuhU, are laid down, as accessories of sacrifices, in such sentences as — (1) 
* Sruvenavadyati^' ^ SruvSnaghdramaghiirayati,' ^ Srnvem parvanan jiihati; 
(2) ^Tahvfl juhotij etc. f etc. And as soon as the ' Khadira wood' and 
loaves ’ are shown to be related to the Sruva and the .hikuy tliey become 
at once taken up by the sacrificial procedure relating to the Sruva and 
the Juhu ; as they do not serve any other pui pose (than that of helping in 
the sacrificial procedure) j as we sliall explain later on, in Adhydya IV. 
Because no result can follow from the class (‘ Khildiratva ' denoted by the 
word ^ Khadirah' in the luj unction ^ Kkndirah sruva hhavati*), which is 
ab.*Jolutely without any sort of function ; nor do we find any Action put 
forward, calculated to bring into play any activity in that Glass; nor is 
any ruch action actually mentioned in the sentence itself. Nor can we 
take the sentence ‘ Kh^dirah sruvo bhavatiy etc.,’ as enjoining the Sruvo 
also; as such an Injunction would involve a syntactical split. Conse- 
quently we must take the sentence as laying down the ‘ Khadira wood ' 
with reference to the Sruva ; and inasmuch ns the material form of the 
would be accomplished even without such Injunctions (as the Sruva 
is quite capable of being made of many woods otJler than the Khadira) 
189 
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fhe said Injunction of the Khadira wood would be absolutely useless ; and 
it is this Apparent Inconsistency of the Injunction that points to soiae 
sort of a connection of that Injunction with a Sacrifice. 

Thus then, in regard to the question spoken of, we have the follow- 
ing- 

PORVAPAKSA. 

“Because of the Injunction not occurring in connection with any pai-- 
“ ticular sacrifice, the Sruva, being equally connected with the all Pj'imaiy 
“and Subsidiaiy Sacrifices, it should be taken as pertaining to all 
“ mcrifices'* 

SIDDHANTA. 

SUtra (2) *. It should pertain to the Original Primary 
alone; as there would he no (needless) repetition 
(in that). 

Inasmuch as all Injunctions pertain to only such factors as have* 
not been got ah by any other means, the Injunction of the * Khadira wood ’ 
must be taken as pertaining to those sacrifices, in connection with which 
it is not cognisable by any other means. And as a matter of fact, we find 
that it is only in regard to the Original Primary Sacrifice, that the ‘iTA/?- 
dira-Sruva^' is nob cognised by any other means, as being connected ; 
while as for the modifications of the sacrifices, the connection with the 
said Sruva would be cognisable by means of the Implicatory Injunction 
(that ‘the Modification is to be done in the snme way as the Original*) 
the assumption whereof would be absolutely necessary for the sake of the 
bringing in of the other accessories (from the Original to the Modifica- 
tion) ; and as such the modifications do not stand in need of any direct 
Injunction of the said Sruva ; specially as it is x>nly when there is no such 
Injunction, with regal’d to the modifications, that we are saved from the 
(that would be inevitable in case there were such an Injunc- 
tion ; as the connection of the Khddira-Sruva with these modifications 
would, in that case, be expressed by this Injunction, and it would also be 
indicated by the aforesaid Implicatory Injunction). 

We can read the Sfi/ra as * dviruJctatvdty or as ' adviruhtaMt^' the 
sense of the former being that the view of the Purmpi^sa involves a 
needless repetition^ — and of the latter, that there is no repetition involved 
in the vie\y oi the Siddhdnta^ 

satraiZ) Oijeetfftn ; (^e ImpUoati^ 

"apply to (the accessory dottils) one 
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In question ; as this latter is found to be laid 
*^(lown bff JDireet Injunction^ 

[The Sutra may be read as ‘ Vacana'prapti* or as ‘ V acanaprapiih''] 
Objeetion : A needless Bepitibion would certainly be inadmissible. 
“But we do not understand why the indication (of the Khndua- 
“ Sfuva) by the assumed Implicatory Injunction should be taken as closc- 
ing the way of the Direct Injunction in question, — and why it is not 
“held that this Direct Injunction itself does not allow of the application 
“ of any Implicatory Injunction. In fact the proper course would be not 
“to admit of this latter in face of the Direct Injunction; because there 
“is no doubt that an assumed Implicatory Injiinctiou is very much farther 
“removed from its objective than the Direct one, which latter should bo 
“ accepted, on the ground of the proximity of the objective, as also on that 
“ of its being naturally very much quicker in its operation (than any assumed 
<* Injunction). It might be argued that — ‘inasmuch as the Direct lu- 
“ junction is generic in its application, it would be weaker than the assumed 
“one which has a particular application to the case in question.' But this 
“argument could be turned against the Implicatory Injunction also; as 
“ that too applies to all the Accessories of the Original Saoritice ; and as 
“ such can have no particular application to the case in question. li'oi’ 
“tliose reasons, it must be admitted that the Injunction that does not 
“ occur in connection with any particular sacrifice, applies to all sacri- 

Sfttva (4) : “ (It might be urged that) ‘ in view of a pereepti- 
** ble fact (we must regard the Implicatory Injunction as more 
** authoritative than the Direct one).’ ’’ 

“Against our conclusion, the following might bo urged ' — ‘If the 
‘‘ ‘ Direct Injunction were stronger in authority than the Implicatory 
Injunction, then, in that case, inasmuch as the way would have been 
“ " previously blocked by that, there would, certainly, bo no Implicatory 
“ * Injunction at all ; because in that case, the KhUdira-Sruva, applying in 
“ ‘ Gotnmon to the Original Primary as well as to its modifications, — and 
* having its capability of aiding in the Original Primary distinctly per- 
“ ‘ ceived,— could fulfil the requireraents of the Modification also (and it 
‘‘‘would not be necessary to actually apply it separately to the case of 
“ ‘ the latter). But this would l)e directly contrary to the distinctly per* 
“ ‘ceptible fact of the Accessories of the Original Primary— in the shape 
‘‘‘of the entering into the very con-Stitution of the 

‘‘ ‘ m^ifications. Hence (iu view of this fact) ihmust be admitted that 
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‘ the said Khadira-Sruva finds a place in the Original Primary only, 
* which is entirely free form the Implicatory Injunction.* ’* 


Sutra ( 6 ): Reply: It is not so; because the Injunc 
“ tion can have only one object,^^ 

“ Reply : The argument brought forward cannot tiet aside the fact 
“ of the Injunction in question applying to all sacrifices. Because the re- 
“jectioM of the Implicatory Injunction with regard to one factor (i.e., the 
“ ‘ Khddira-Sriwa ’ f,i, ) does not mean that it is rejected in regard to all 
“the factors; for instance, in connection with a certain modificatory sacri- 
‘‘ fice, wo find the Injunction to the effect, ‘ in place of the ordinary Kuga- 
grass one should use the Qara' \ and tliough this Injunction sets aside 
“ tht5 application of the Kuga (which finds place in tlie Original Sacrifice, 
“and which would come in accordance with the Implicatory Injunction), 
“ yet it does not reject the presence of the Praydjas and the other Acces- 
** sories (pertaining to the modification in question, in accordance with the 
‘‘said Implicatory Injunction); as we recognize a rejection in cases 
“ where the two Injunctions are found to have the same objective. Sirni- 
“larly in the case in question, the Injunction under consideration would 
“preclude the application of the Implicatory Injunction, only so far as 
“ the factor of the ‘ Kkddira-Sruva * is concerned. Nor is tlie ‘ Khadira * 
“ capable of supplying the requirements of the modifications ; inasmuch 
“ as it does not partake of the nature of an action. And further, inasmuch 
as it would operate with l egard to both the Original Primary and the 
“Modification, at one and the .same tifue, it could not, at the time of the 
“ performance of the latter, be recognised as having already served a use- 
“fill purpose in connection with the Original Primary. Then again, we 
“ find that the Injunction of the ‘ Khadira * is wanting in certain elements, 
“ inasmuch as the Sruva has not been found to be applicable ; nor can this 
“ be recoginized as applicable, without the operation of the permission 
“conveyed by the Implicatory Injunction; specially as the Injunction 
“ under consideration cannot be I’egarded as layi>\g down the Sruva also ; 
“ because there being no Principal Action mentioned in it, no qualified 
“ Injunction would be possible; and as such, there would be an inevitable 
“ syntactical split. For these reasons, it must be admitted iihat the In- 
“ junction under consideration having laid down the * Khadira-wood' with 
“ reference to the Sruva ^ the Implicatory Injunction (that ‘ the Modifica- 
“ tion should be performed in the same manner as the Original) should 
“ be taken as applying to all the Accessories except the wood of which the 
Sruva is made.” * 
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SUtra (6) : “ Objection : ‘ But the origination (of this is similar 
<< to that of the other accessories of the Original Sacrifice. V ” 

“The Naiy^yika comes forward with the following; reasonin^ip in his 
“favourite syllogistic form: ‘The Injunction that does not occur in 
“ ‘ connection with any sacrifice pertains to the Original Primary Sacri- 
“ ‘fice, — because it lays down things in an abbreviated and in an extensive 
'“form, — ^jnst like the Praydja and the rest,* 

Sutra (7) : “ Reply ; not so ; as the reason applies 

equally to both cases 

“ Reply : In the first place we have already shown that subjects like 
“ what we are dealing with are not amenable to any Inferential process 
“ of reasoning. And secondly, the inferential argument brought forward 
“ is not quite admissible, as the reason is too wide, inasmuch as in regard 
“to Modifications also, we often find Injunctions in abbreviated, as well as 
‘‘ in extensive forms. 

** The following argument might here bo brought forward : — In such 
“ ‘ cases, either the abbreviated Injunction alone, or the extensive Injunc- 
‘“tion alone, having enjoined the Action, the other could not exorcise an 
“ * injunctive function.* 

“ Reply : But that objection would apply equally to the case of the 
“ Original Primary Sacrifice also ; and so, in any case the aforesaid inferen- 
“ tial argument would be fallacious (and doubtful). Consequently, in order 
“ to avoid this, what should have been brought forward as the rea'son is the 
“ mere fact of the brief and extensive declarations, irrespective of the In- 
“ junctive or the descriptive character; and we have already shown that 
“ this reason would bo much too wide. 


“ Or, the two Sutras (6 and 7) might be taken as emanating from the 
^^Mimansakas themselves : In that case, the former Sutra (6) may be ex- 
“ plained as embodying the following objection : ‘ If you take the Injunc- 
“ ‘ tion in question as pertaining to all sacrificeSyyou. are very much mistaken. 
‘“Because in a case, where the vessels and implements are laid down as 
“j‘ calculated to be utilised in a certain way, — in such cases, it is possible 
‘“for the subsidiary to those vessels, etc., to be enjoined. As a 
‘“matter of fact, we fitid that the Oiiginative Injunction of any such V(‘S- 
eel, etc., is not found in connection with any modificatory sacrifice ; and 
“ ‘ as such, the sacrifice being devoid of such vessels, the subsidiary dass 
Khadira could not be enjoined in regard to it«^ Specially as the con- 
‘“uection of the Khadira mth the Original Primary is far more easy and 
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“ ‘ direct than that with the Modificatory Sacrifice. If the vessels, etc., 
‘“had been enjoined equally, in connection with the Original Primary 
* and the Modification, then, in that case, we could have taken the In- 
“ ‘ junction of the subsidiary class Khadira as pertaining to the sacrifices 
‘“in all conditions (i,e. the Original as well as the modified states). As 
‘“a matter of fact, however, they are not so enjoined; and hence we can* 
‘“not but take the Injunction as pertaining to the Original Primary 
Sacrifice.’ 

“ And in reply to this we have the next Sutra (7j, the Sense of which 
“ would be this: All such Injunctions as do not occur in connection with 
“any particular sacrifice stand in need of a previous Injunction; and as 
“for such an Injunction, it is all the same whether this be a Direct or an 
“ Imjdicatory one. Though it is quite I rue that the Direct and the In- 
“ direct (Implicatory) Injunctions differ from each other, on the ground oF 
“the former being more proximately related to its objective tliau the 
“latter, — yet it is only within their own respective spheres that the sai<l 
proximity and remoteness differ in their authoritative strength ; and they 
“do not make any difference in regard to an Injunction that docs not 
“occur in connection with any sacrifice ; because, inasmuch as it is only 
“through the vessels, etc. (i.e. the Sruva) that such an Injunction betakes 
“ itself to the Sacrifice, — it is always remote from its objective. For these 
“reasons, it must be admitted that tlio Injunction uiider consideration 
“pertains to all sacrifices; and that the Implicatory Injunction applies to 
“all other accessories except the Khadira’Sruva,** 

Siitra (8): Beply: It must pertain to the Original 
Primary; because the object of the Implicatory 
Injunction is one complete whole; and because 
the application of the Principal (Direct Injunction, 
to the modification) ivould be incompatible. 

The only admissible theory, in connection with the present question, 
is that put forward in Sutra (2). As for the objection urged iu Siitra 
(3), that is not tenable; because if the Implicatory Injunction had applied 
to each of the Accessories of the Original Primary, — then alone could 
be possible what is said in that iSwtra; as a matter of fact, however, we 
find that it applies to all the accessories at one and the same time. 

In accordance with the theory that the Implicatory Injunction ap- 
plies to the objects, or to the scriptures, — inasmuch as these factors are 
found to differ from one another, it might be possible to make a distinction 
among the objects amenable to the Implicatory Injunction. In reality 
however, w hat forms the object of Implicatory Injunctions is the operation 
relati ng to the Sacrifice, — as we shall explain in AdhySya X, And as the 
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sacrifioiai operation is one impartible vvbolo, it could only be implied all at 
once, and that too, as one complete whole. A.nd this sacrificial operation, 
for its own iaccomplishment, takes up, all at once, all the ApHroas relating 
to the Pray as ; these ApUrms^ in their term, take up the PrayGja and the 
rest; and these latter take up their own Injunctive texts (in the shape of 
the Implicatory Injunction). Thus then, the Implioatory Injunction, — 
in the form of ^ PraJertivad virktih kartm^a ' --he\ng one only, it would 
apply or not apply, equally to all accessories, and not to portions of these- 
In the case of the substitution of the Cam for Kn^a also, what the Direct 
Injunction sets aside is the KufUy whose existence has been already pointed 
out by the Implioatory Injunction, -as we have already shown under the 
Adhiharana dealing with tlie comparative anMioritative strength of Direct 
Dcclai'ation, etc. (Ill — iii — 14). 

Thus then, if, in consideration of the DirecI Injunction under question, 
the Implioatory Injunction be set aside from the* factor of the Khadira- 
Sruva, — then it would cease to apply to the other accessories also ; and 
that would lead to the total rejection of all the accessories (of the Pri- 
mary sacrifice) in the Modification. And this would not be admissible or 
desirable, as wo have already shown above. But if, in consideration of 
the accessories of the Original Primary, the Implicato’y Injunction were 
accepted as applying to some of these accessoi'ies, then it Avould come to 
apply to the ‘ Khadira-Sruuu * also ; and thus there would be a distinct * Ee- 
pitiUon/ in the case of the Piirvapaksa theory (as showm under Sutra »1). 

Then again, we shall have occasions to show, later on, that, inas- 
much as the Modification stands in need of the operations of the Original ^ 
Primary^ it often abandons the accessories mentioned in its own context, 
and takes up only that which belongs to that Primary. It is for this rea- 
son that it is necessary to admit the priority of the functioning of the Im- 
I'licatory Injunction to that of the Injunction that does not occur in tlie 
context of any sacrifice. 

And further, it is absolutely necessary to seek for an injunction of 
the Sruva f in connection with the Modifications; and the effort that would 
be necessary for getting at the Injunction of the Srmn would be suffi- 
cient for that of the * Kkadira wood * «lsn ; find so this latter need not neces- 
sanly be taken as forming the object of a Direct Injunction (in connec^tion 
with the Modifications). 

Nor is*the connection, with the sacrifice of such Injunctions as those 
under coivsideration, very distinctly perceptible. In fact it has to be as- 
sumed, through the Sruva, on the ground of Apparent Inconsistency, But 
one who takes the Inj unction under con.sideratiou to apply to all sacrificefi 
accepts^ the existence of a certain connection of it fvith a sacrifice. And 
the uselessness ;,6f the Injunction being thus set a.sid0 (and explained), 
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there would be no Apparent Inconsistency (of the Injunction) tliat eonll 
justify ns in connecting the Injunction with the Modifications, While 
the other hand, the connection of tlie Injunction with a sacrifice established 
by the Implicatory Injunction is based upon a very much stronger al- 
thorifcy. © « - 

Those Injunctions (not occurring in the context of any particular 
sacrifice), whose connection with sacrifices is distinctly perceptible, would 
always pertain to all Sacrifices, even though they may not be found' in tin? 
context of any particulai' Sacrifice ; just as we find in the case of such sent' 
ences as—' Efa vai Praj'apati^ saptudafn yajnS ‘ nvliyattah' 

Thus then it must be admitted that the Khadira-wnod, etc are laid 
down, in regard to the Original Primary Sacrifice, 



ADHIKARANA (2). 


[The number ‘seventeen* of the Sdmidhenis pertains to the Modifica- 
tion], 

[An exception to the foregoing AdUikarana.] 

SUtra (9) : (The number) being contrarg (to that of the Ori- 
ginal Primary), it would apply to the Modification; 
specially on account of the particulav Context. 

[Independently of any Sacrifices, we find the nunibor of the 
midliBnis^ laid down in the sentence ^ Saptada^a SamidJiBmriiuubrUynt* • 
and with regard to this there arises the question as to whether this num- 
ber (‘seventeen*) refers to the Original Primary, or to the Modification.] 
And on this question we have the present Adhikarana, calculated to 
set aside the idea of Option^ created by the following 

PCRVAPAKSHA. 

“In accordance with the foregoing Adhikarana, the Injunction of 
seventeen SoimidhBnis^' does not occur in connection with any 

“ sacrifice, pertains, for this very reason, to the Original Primary Sacrifice ; 
“ while in the Context of that Sacrifice itself we find the number ‘fifteen* 
“ laid down in connection with the S^midhBnis ; consequently we conclude 
“that the two numbers are optional alternatives. 

Question: How can that which is laid down by an Injunction, not 
“ occurring in the Context of the Primary sacrifice, and which is weaker 
“ in authority, be taken as an optional alternative to that which is parti- 
‘‘ cularly laid down in the same Context with it. ? * 

Answer : The Particular sets aside the General, only in cases where 
“ the Particular denotes a distinctly preceptible connection. That is to 
“say, it is only when the Particular is equally authoritative with the 
“ Genei'al,and not when it is based upon a weaker authority, that it sets aside 
“ this latter. As a matter of fact, the Sdmidhenis (i.e,, the recitation 
“ of these verses) have no place outside the performance of the sacrifice j 
“ and this makes the chance of both the numbers (‘ fifteen’ and ‘ seven- 
“teen*) equally possible, in connection with the nerformance of a sacri- 
fice. Such being the case, what more than tnis would the Context 
190 
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‘‘indicate (in regard to the mimher ‘fifteen ^)? For it is two 

“ apparently equally authoritative means of knowledge are found to oon- 
‘‘tradict each other that we are to draw our conclusions in accordance 
with that one which is found, upon due examination, to be possessed of 
“ greater authoritative strength ; and it is never possible for the Context 
“ to be possessed of an authority higher than that of Syntactical Oonnec- 
“ tion ; consOv']uently, while the indications by the Context hare yet to he 
“ made, the equally authoritative Syntactical Connection will have estab- 
“ li shod the fact of the two numbers being optional alternatives. Such 
“ being the case, even if a thousand GonteMs were to help the Context 
“in question (in Laying down the number ‘fifteen’^, we can pay no atten- 
“ tion to it. And we conclude that the number ‘ seventeen * also pertains to 
“ the Original Sacrifice (and hence the two numbers must be taken as 
“ optional alternatives).** 

SIDDHANTA. 

To the above, wo make the following reply : Even though both the 
numbers arc equally related to the SdmidhSms^ yet, inasmuch as there is 
a distinct difference in the degrees of their relationship to the Sacrifice,— 
the two cannot be taken as optional alternatives. 

■ (1) The mention of number not being of any use, in connection with 
the SmiidhEnu only, we must take its relationship to the Sacrifice based 
upon the fact of its helping in the accomplishment of the sacrificial 
dpurva ; and this fact of helping in the accomplishment of the sacrificial 
Apurva cannot be indicated by any other means, save by the Context, 
as wo shall show in Adhyaya IX. Thus we find that the connection 
of the number ‘ fifteen * is much more authoritative than the Syntactical 
Connection, on account of the former being more nearly connected with 
the sacr’ficial Apurva, 

(2) An Injunction always, in the fii*st instance, prompts the person 
to that cause of action which serves a distinctly useful purpose ; and in the 
case in question, there is no doubt that ‘ fifteen * is more directly and easily 
recoginsed as useful (because of its direct relationship to the sacrificial 
Apnrva) \ And hence, there being a difference in the time of the appear- 
ance of the Injunctions relating to the two numbers, they cannot be re- 
garded as equally authoritative, 

(3) Then again, the action of man is calculated to perform the sacri- 
fice in such a way as not to leave it deficient in any point ; and it is not 
nieant give out perfect S^mdhinU, And as for the number ‘seven- 
teen ■it|Spertaimng to a sacrifice, we do not find it to be pointed out by 
luiy of the six tneans^of knowledge— Birect DecUmtiDn atid the rest 
though we find these pointing to the fact of the number ‘ fifteen V pertain ’ 
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ing to tho sacrifice. And thus we come to the conclneion that the number 
‘fifteen* bdottgs to the S&mdhSnfs as well as to the Ducgapurmmdsa 
saorificeSvas pointed out by Syntactical Connection and Context respec- 
tively ; whereas the number * seventeen * pertains to the SdmidUnis only 
as pointed out by the sentence under consideration: and with a view to 
set aside the apparent uselessness of this latter iiiirnher, wo could have 
assumed its connection with the sacrifice,— just as in the case of the 
‘JKAodtrS-Srttra,*— if the sacrifice had stood in need of such a connection ; 
as a matter of fact however, we find that the sacrifice has its requii'cments 
already supplied by the mention of another number (‘fifteen’) ; and as 
such it does not stand in need of the connection of any other number 
Thus we find that the SdmidhBnu have their deficiency supplied by 
means of both the numbers ‘ fifteen ’ and ‘ seventeen ’ ; while the sacrifice 
has its wants fulfilled by the number ‘fifteen’ only. We find that 
even if the accessory attendant upon the subordinate factor were to 
modify the character of the Principal also, there would be no incongruity 
in this, as this would be in keeping with the ‘ law of the Kdmsyahhoj i ’ (ac- 
cording to which the observance of the Pupil modifies the conduct of the 
Teacher); and it is all the less incongruous in a case where what is dis- 
tinctly perceptible is only the incongruity of the subordinate factoi; of the 
Subsidiary. 

Thus then we find that the number ‘ seventeen ’ is precluded from all 
conneetion with the sacrifice, by the number ‘ fifteen,’ which latter is 
strong in its prior relationship to the sacrifice; and as for the modifica- 
tions of that sacrifice, while the number ‘fifteen’ will bo still on its way 
to being connected with them, by the extremely round— about agency of 
the Impiicatory Injunction (‘ PrakrHvadvikrlih, etc.’),— they would, long 
ere this; become connected with the number ‘seventeen,’ which is men- 
tioned in the Direct Injunction ; and thus ^fiftecuy being thrown aside from 
thes^ modifiibations, comes to be recognised as pertaining to the Original 
Primary sacrifice only. 


In regard to the above differentiation however, we have got to say 
BontetMng; and it is this : The directly onjoiued ‘ seven teou ’ has no 
greater authority for pertaining to the modifications, as all that the Direct 
Injunotida under considtiration — 'wbich does not occur in tlie Context of 
aigr* parfciottlar saorifice-»^show8 is that the number ‘seventeen ’ belongs to 
the and as for the modifications taking the number ‘ seven- 

tem fv t]kere/^l^^ authority whatever. In fact it is the * fifteen ’ 

tluiA^i^^ to pertain to the modifications also, Jby the Impiicatory In- 

junclion. And hence: just as the connection of ‘fifteen ’ with the Original 
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Primary, is based upon the superior authority of tho Context, so too would 
its connection with the modifications be, — being applied to these, as it is, 
by means of the Implicatory Injunction. 

As a matter of fact, we find that until the SHmidhents themselves 
have been shown to be connected with the modifications, — and this can 
only be done by means of the Implicatory Injunction, — the number ‘ seven- 
teen ’ could not enter into these, as it is only through the SctmidhBnu that 
it could enter into the modificatory sacrifices. And when the operation 
of the Implicatory Injunction has once been admitted, with reference to 
the connecting of the SdmidhBms with the modifications, it would, along 
with the Stoidhenis, take the number ‘ fifteen * also, the usefulness of 
whose connection in a sacrifice has been already recognised in regard to 
the Original Primary, and thus having obtained, along with the SQmid- 
henis, a prior entrance into the modifications, just as in the Original Pri- 
mary, it would block the way of the * seventeen ’ entering into them. 

Hence we must conclude that the number ‘ seventeen* w’^ould pertain 
to only such modifications as the Pagu, the MitravindH, the Adhvarukalpa^ 
etc., the connection whereof with that number is distinctly pointed out by 
the Context, and in the case of which, therefore, the number would set aside 
the connection of tho number * fifteen,’ which could be indicated only by 
means of the Implicatory Injunction. And it does not enter into all the 
Modifications, on the sole strength of the fact of its Injunction not occur- 
ring in the context of any particular sacrifice; because in regard to the 
Modifications other than the Pagu, the Mitravinda, etc,, its entrance would 
be blocked by tho prior entrance of the number ‘fifteen’; as all these 
would be pervaded by this latter number, on the authority of the Implioa- 
tory Injunction; and as such they could not take up the ‘seventeen’ 
which is laid down only as belonging to the SdmidhBnis, This we shall 
explain in detail, in Adhyaya X. Consequently we can admit the connec- 
tion of ‘ seventeen * with all Modifications to be more authoritative (than 
of * fifteen’). 

The author of the Sutra also has used the words — ‘ Yikrtam, mrodhi* 
which shows that all that be meant was that the ‘ seventeen ’ did not per- 
tain to the Original Primary. 

Though as regards the Sdmidlants, both the numbers are equally ap- 
plicable, on the ground of Syntactical Connection, yet there is this much 
difEerence that ‘fifteen* is related to the Sacrifice, by Context (while 
‘seventeen’ has no sort of connection with any sacrifice). Hence even 
though Context is weaker in authority than Syntactical Connection, yet^ 
inasmuch as the two apply to two distinct subjects (the Oontext connect- 
ing ‘fifteen’ with the^ Sacn/ice, while Syntactical Connection connects 
‘ seventeen * with the SdmidhBnis), it is the former that serves the purpose 
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of pointing out that which is to be done in connection with the sacrifice. 
It is only when both of these apply to the same object that the former 
is weaker in authority than Syntactical Connection. As regards the 
‘ sacrifice \ however, inasmuch as the Syntactical Connection (ns not apply- 
ing to the sacrifice) would not be contrary to the Context, it would not 
reject this latter. Specially as the difterence between the two is that the 
number ‘fifteen* is specifically singled out as pertaining to the sacrilice. 
And hence, even though Syntactical Connection shows that the two num- 
ber.s are equally subservient to the Samidbeni, — yet as l egards the sacri- 
fice, the case of ‘fifteen* is different from that of ‘seventeen*; and as 
such, the former would always set aside the latter, because the number 
‘seventeen* is not found to be spoken as belonging to the sacrifice, cither 
directly by means of Direct Declaration, or indirectly, by means of the 
Implicatory Injunction. Thus then, we conclude that ‘ fifteen * is enjoined 
in connection with the Original Primary, as also with those Vihrtis (Modi- 
fications of Sacrifices) with regard to whom wo have not the Direct In- 
junction of ‘seventeen.’ 



ADHIKABANA (3). 

[The milking of the Cow pertains to the Original Primary Sacrifice.] 

SUtra (10): All that is * conditional^ finds place in 
the Original Primary ; as it brings about a change 
only on account of the special relationship (of the 
Original Primary with the condition), 

[ (1) We have tlie sentence—* For the Fwepya, seventeen Samidheuis 
should be recited.* (2) In connection with the Bar^apUrnamSaa^ we find 
the sentence— ‘ The water should be brought in hy means of the milkiny 
vesself by one who desires Cattle.* (3) And in connection with the Jyoth- 
toma we find the sentence — ‘one who desires Brahmic glory, should have 
the post of the Bilva-wood.* And with regard to these there arises the 
question as to whether they find place in the Original Primary, or in 
the Modifications.] 

The Injunction of the number ‘ seventeen,* as pert;iining to the Sami- 
dh$nis recited for the Vaigya, would find a place in the Original Primary 
itself, setting aside the number * fifteen * ; as for such use of this Injunc- 
tion, we have the same authority of Gontext^ as in the ease of the * fifteen * ; 
and it possesses the superior authority of the mention (and presence) of 
the condition that the sacrificer is a Vaigya \ and as such sets aside the 
original details (as to the number being ‘fifteen’). Because until the 
original (nitya) number ‘ fifteen * were set aside, the conditional, {Naimit- 
tika,i\ie to certain specified conditions) ‘seventeen’ could not obtain a 
footing, as we find this latter to have been enjoined in the face of the fact 
of all the number * fifteen ’ appertaining to all performances of the action 
in question. While on the other hand, inasmuch as the ‘ seventeen * has 
been laid down only with regard to that performance which is done 
by the Vaigya^ the original number ‘fifteen’ has a place in the perform- 
ances of the Br&hmana and the JECsaitriyoj in which latter we could have 
the number ‘fifteen’ without setting aside the conditionally enjoined 
‘ seventeen ’ (and hence the Inj unction of ‘ fifteen ’ would not justi fy 
the rejection of ‘ seventeen,’ while that of the latter could not but lead to 
the lejeotion of that with regard to ‘fifteeD,V speoiaUy in connection 

with those oases where ^the action is ^rformed by the Vaigya)* 

Thus there being a difference in the potentialities of tw;o In* 
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jimcfions^ tlie two numbers cannot be i^garded as optional alternatives. 
Nor could the two be used conjointly, at one and the same time ; because 
both serve the same purpose, with regard to the SfimidhBms] as at any 
one performance, when these Sdmidhenis are recited as qualified by one 
number (‘fifteen ’ f.c.), they could not, at the same time, bo qualified by 
the other number (* seventeen ’). 

Nor can the Original {Nitya^ pertaining to all performances in 
general) number (‘fifteen’) be taken as having the potency of setting 
aside the other, on the ground of Apparent Inconsistency (as it has its 
place in the performances not touched by the specified conditions). 

Then again, just as in the case of one Injunction appearing after the 
other, it is the former that is taken as rejected,— so, in the same manner, 
it is the Nitya (Original) that is always set aside by the Kdmya (tliat 
which is laid down as leading to a particular desirable end) and the 
Namitbiha (that which is laid down with reference to certain specified 
conditions). And the reasons for this are as follows: (1) At the time 
that the Nitya is enjoined, it has no opposing factor (which it would have 
to set aside to obtain a footing for itself); while as for the Naimittika 
this is always enjoined with reference to something that is already per- 
vaded oyer by the previously enjoined Nitya; and as snch it always 
comes into existence in opposition to this latter; and when there is 
this opposition, due to the fact of both the Injunctions refening to the 
same object, it is the Nitya that is always set aside by the other. And 
inasmuch as the opposition does not appear simultaneously witli re- 
gal’d to both, both cannot be accepted as optional alternatives. (2) All 
the NiVya accessories are enjoined with regard <o the performance in 
general (of the action) ; whereas the Naimiitika is enjoined with regard 
to 2^ particular performance ; and for this reason also, this hitter, being the 
more authoritative of the two, always sets aside the former. (3) The in 
junction of the Nitya accessories is always prompted by (due to) the 
remote Apurva of the Principal Action ; and the highest authority for 
that (Apurva) has been found to lie in the indications of Oontext; where- 
as for the Kdmya and NamitHka accessoiies, we have the prompting cause 
mentioned in the same sentence; and as such being more quickly prompted 
(by the quick functioning authority of Syntactical OowTiecfion), these 
latter nlways set aside the former. 

Then again, as between the Kdmya and the Naimittika, it is the for- 
mer that is possessed of greater authority, and as such sets aside the lat- 
ter j' (1) because the former is more nearly related to the end desired by 
man, while the latter has its result remote from itself; and (2) because 
the former iis much quicker ^ m its functioning than the latter; because 
os action cognised as bringing about an end desired by man. 
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the man is quickly prompted to its performance by Direct Declaration 
itself; whereas in regard to the inasmuch as the result is 

found to be remote, the prompting of the man takes some time. 

Thus then, though it was the Naimttiha that was spoken of in the 
Sutra, yet the Bhasyfa has dealt with the Kamya only; and the reason 
for this is that both the NaimitHka and the Kamya are equally contrary 
to the Nitya ; while there is no contradiction between the Naimittika and 
the Kfimya, 

As regards the question of the present Adhikarana, tlie foregoing 
Adhikarana indicates the following — 

PORVAPAKSA. 

the case in question, there is one point of difference between the 
Nitya nnd the KHmya, viz.; the ‘Cup* and the ^ Khadira-wood* are 
“ laid down (by the sentence ‘ camasBwi apdh pranayBL* and ‘ KhddirO yupo 
^^hhavati,* respectively), as for the sake of the Sacrifice- as for the Kd-myn 
“accessories of the ^milking vesseV and the * Bilva-woodf these, as Kamya, 
“ are laid down (by the sentences ‘ godoJiBna paruhBmasya pranayBt' and 
“‘BdiJro ytipO hrahmavarcasakfimasya,^ respectively) for the sake of th 
^^Man\ [And as such the former would bo more authoritative than the 
“ latter], 

“ Then, it might be urged th«at, * through a desire for the desirable 
“ result, the Kflmya would always set aside the Nitya,' 

“ But such a course would lead to the same disastrous results as in 
“ the case of the fool who fell upon the beehive, being led to it by a sight 
“of the Honey (and not noticing the bees). Because a rejection of the 
“ sacrificial accessory would certainly cause a discrepancy in the due ful- 
“ filinent of the result of the sacrifice ; nor could any desirable result be 
“ obtained from the Naimittika or KHmya accessory either, as this would 
“ rest in a sacrifice which has been bereft of its own natural {Nitya) 
“ accessory ; because as a substitute for the Kamya or Naimittika acces- 
“ sory, it is always necessary to have a sacrifice which is exactly like the 
‘‘ Original Sacrifice in question; and this Original Sacrifice is always re- 
“ cognised as the Nitya with connected accessories of the ^ Khadira-tvood,' 
“ etc., etc. 

“ And thus we find, that, inasmuch as it is only the Modification (of 
“ that sacrifice) that is not already pervaded over by those Nitya acces- 
series, the K^mya ones must bo regarded as having a place in this 
“ M edification only.’* 

“ As for the sacrifice, it is found to be more intimately related to the 
“ Context, and to that, -which is laid down for its own sake and for this 
“ reason, it always takes up that which is for its own sake (i.e.,. the Nitya 
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‘ accessories), and never the Krimya ones; because, inasmuch as all that 
the Context seeks is the details of the procedure, it does not take in 
“that which is connected (with the result, i.e. the Knmya) [vide Sutra 
“ III — iii— 11] ; and as such that which is indicated by the Confext (i.e. 

the Nttya accessory) is possessed of authority superior to that of one 
“which is connected with the Result (i.e. the iTomya) ; specially as i ha 
“Context is found capable of pointimr to the employment of th (3 Kfimye 
* accessory. 

“Lastly, it is not possible for the Knmya to obtain a. sii^stmte that 
‘ would be for the sake of the Sacrifice (and not for that of Afnu only); 
“ as such a substrate is already pervaded over by its own (AV/'y^/) acces- 
“ sorics. 

“ Thus then the conclusion ai l ived at in the preceding Adhikimina 
“ must be regarded as apply iiig to the NaimittUca accessories also (that 
“is to say, these, as well as the Kamyn^ accessories should lie reuaiiied as 
“ having a place in the Modifications, and not in the Original Piimary 
“ Sact itice.]’* 

SIDDHAKTA. 

To the above we make the following reply ; The Naimittika (Condi- 
tional) always pertains to the Original Primary, setting aside the Nitya 
—reasons for which wo have already been shown before (Tead, Page 
1079). The only ground for the Naimittika not setting aside the Witya 
is non-connection (as has been shown to he the case with the Injunction not 
appearing in the Context of any action). In the case in question however, 
we find a distinct connection of a perforinanct} qualified by a pai ticular 
performer (the Fazpya ', — a pei’formanco which, being calculated to ac- 
complish a desirable end of Man, is not capable of betaking ifself to any 
other substrate. The superior authority of the Naimittika being thus 
established, it must be admitted that it pertains to the Original Primary 
Sacrifice. 

Objection : “ It is not proper to assert the rejection of that which is 

“ for the sake of the Sacrifice (the Nitya) by that which is for the sake of 
“ Man (i.e. the Kdmya)^ when these two do not pertain to the same object ; 
“because when they pertain to two different objects, there can bo no oppo- 
“sition between them. Consequently we admit that iu all cases, apart 
“from those that ai'e for the sake of Man, the fetching of ivater is to be 
“done by means of the Gup ; as the Apiirvaof that sacrifice can he accom- 
“plished by tl»at means alone. And just as the Cup, which helps the 
sacrifice, does not accomplish such desirable results as Cattle and the 
“ like, — so, in the same manner, the Milking Vessel, which helps in the 
“accomplishment of a different purpose (in the sl^ape of some end desir- 
. 191 
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“able by man), can never help in the fulfilment of the sacrifice. Nov 
“can the Milking Vessel be .»aken as serving both the purposes (of help- 
“ ing the fulfilment 0 ^ the Sacrifice, as well as the accomplishment of tlio 
“purpose desired by Man) ; as that would involve a syntactical split. 
“Nor is there any Injunction syntactically connecting the Result and fho 
“ B'etchin/j (wliei'eby the syntactical split could be avoided) ; because the 
“ syntactical construction of the sentence would bo totally different in tho 
“case of its being an Injunction of the B'elchtng with reference to the 
Result ^ from what it would be in the case of its being an Injunction of 
“ the Result with reference to the Fetchinij ; and hence the sentence could 
“not be taken as enjoining both simnUaneously (without involving n 
“ syntactical split). Specially as the connection of two remote factors is 
“not admissible, unless that of the proximate onc^s is found quite impos- 
“ sible ; and Iietice (of the Fetching) there could not be at one and the sanie 
“time, possibility as well as impossibility. For these reasons it must he 
“admitted that, ina.smiich as in the sentence ^gadohena pa(;ukdinasg<i 
^^pranayBt,' the Injunction is found to be taken up by the word *K3ma' 
“ (desiring), the senlence cannot serve as an Injunction of the Milking 
^'Vessel with reference to the Fetching; and hence not being enjoined, 
“and MS such not having the character of the sacrificial accessory, it c.ai- 
“ not set aside the use of the Oup which is a sacrificial accessory. And 
“thus l)eing not set aside, it would be absolutely necessary to employ the 
“Cup in connection with the tSacriJire; and when the purpose of the 
“Sacrifice has been served by one accessory (i.e. the Cup), there can ho 
“no room for any other (in the shape of the Milking Vessel). Conso 
quently in view of the accessory (Milking Vessel) that is laid down wilh 
‘ refer enoe to a particulai' desirable end, it would be necessary to repent 
“ the action of Fetching (as the Fetching by means of the Oup would also 
“ have to be done). Just as in the case of the Vessel dedicated to India- 
“ inasmuch as the connection of MH3varunna and other deities with 

“that Vessel is not possible, the Injunction Muitrfivarunan grhndh, etc.), 
“is taken as laying down farther repetitions of the Vessel, — so, in the 
“same we would have the repetition of JPetching^ with a view to the par- 
“ticular Result desired by Man. This would have the further adviantage 
* of causing no discrepancy, either in the Sacrifice, or in the Result desired 
by the Agent. Nor do we find the purpose of actions served by them^ 
“when they abandon their own accessories, and are accomplished by the 
“help of extraneous accessories;— specially when that purpose is not in- 
“dicated by the Injunction of those Aolions.” 

/ Jo the above we make the following repty ; That Accessory ,-^which 
being laid down wit^ reference to a particular desiralble result, is not 
taken up by that which helps in the aocomplishment of the Sacrifice, - - 
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betakes itself, for the accoinplishtnent of its own purpose, to that action 
whicli does help in the accomplishment of the Sacrifice. Because an Acces- 
f^ory, wholly devoid of functioning, could never fulfil atjj- desirable result; 
as when devoid of functioning, it can have no Instrumentality towards the 
fulfilment of that result; consequently it is absolutelj' necessary for it to 
have taken up a certain Action (or functioning ) which is authorised hy 
the Scriptures; and in tim case in question, wo find that the Accessory 
is supplied with such an action, in the shape of the Inching. But tlien, 
w^e find tliat in regard to this action of Fetching ^ there isnlready an en- 
joined accessory in the shape of the Gnf \ and inasmuch as this cannot 
ho set aside, there can be no Iiijunctiou of the Milking etc. We 

find that the Gup has been laid down without any view lo the rejection 
of the Milking Vestsel; but of this latter, we do not tind any Injuiictinn, 
without the rejecjtion of the Gup, The action of Fetching too is 
taken up by the Accessory pertaining to the desirable result ; and hence 
it could not keep up its own Original Accessory, which is remote from 
the desirable llesulf. Then again the non-acceptanco of the original 
{Nxtya) accessory would constitute an excellence; while its acceptance 
would he a defect; just as in the case of the connection of what is dis- 
tinctly prohibited. 

Even though the Accessory {Milking Vessel), laid down with a view 
to a desirable result, serves quite a distinct purpose (from what is served 
by the Nitya Accessory), yet, on account of the intermediate action ( Fetch- 
ing) being the same, it is capable of establisliing the falsity of (i.e. reject- 
ing) the idea of the other accessory (i.e. the Cup). Because tlie KCmya 
accessory (Milking Vessel) also brings about the acooinplishment of the 
Sacrifice, though indirectly (i.e. ns the means of accomplishing tlie result 
for which the Accessory is laid down ) ; and in that case, the Sacrifice, hav- 
ing its purpose seryed by that, does not take up its original {Nitga) Ac- 
cessoiy (Gup) ; as all things take up their Accessories only for the 
sake of certain purposes served by them; and hence wlieii that purpose has 
been served by*' an Accessory, which, in reality, had been meant for another 
purpose (the bringing about, through the Sacrifice, of a certain desirable 
result),-— what would be the use of taking up the original Accessory at all ? 
Thus then, in the case in question, the Fetching of watery that is done for 
the purpose of the Kneading, etc., of the sacrificial material, having been 
accomplished , by means of the Kdmya Accessory (the Milking Vesitel) 
would not lead to the bringing in of its original Accessory (the Cup)) 
and hence the (/tijp cannot be regarded as an Accessory of that perform- 
ance of the Fetching of water (which is done with a view to the obtaining 
of Cl^tle ) ; aud'under the ciitjumstance, the non-employment of the Cup 
could not cause any discrepancy in the Sacrifice . * 
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Thus, then, there could not be a repetition of the Fetching (for the 
sake of the employment of the Owp), even for the sake of the Sacrifice 
itself ; as any such repetition would be absolutely useless ; and hence in 
oue performance, at least, of tiie Sacrifice, there would be a rejection of the 
accessory. Because it is only when the F'etching is actually nccora- 
plished that it serves as the substnite of the (use of the) Milking Vessel 
Consequently, in course of that pei*formance of llie Sacrifice which is done 
with a view to the obtaining of Cattle, the having been accom- 

plished by means of the Milking Vessel^ which has laid down for it a pur- 
pose other than t.he mere accomplishment of the Sacrifice, — could not 
take up the Cu^, Because in all cases, the accessfuies are taken up for 
the accomplishment of certain actions, and not for the bringing in of 
the mere presence of the accessories themselves. And in the Twelfth 
Adhynya^ wo shall show that the Animal, tlie Cake and the other offering 
materials, when accomplished by means of other accessories, do not take 
up their own specific ones, and this abandoning of the accessories does not 
cause any discrepancy (eilker in the materials or in the Sacrifice) ; in the 
same maimer, the abandoning of the Cup would cause no disci epamry in 
the case in question. Because, even though a (;ertain accessory be such 
as belongs originally to the Action itself, yet, if it happens to be aban- 
doned by the Injunction (of the actual perlormancej), it ceases, for that 
occasion, to be an accessory of that action ; and certainly there can be no 
discrepancy in the abandoning of that whicli is not an accessory ; ii» fact 
it is its employment that would cause a discrepancy. Nor could there 
be a re|)etition of the principal factor, the Actim of FHching, for the sake 
of the secondary factor, the accessory ^ in the shape of the Gup ; nor is 
the Cup an absolutely inevitable accessory of the Fetching*^ and wo 
actually find that in the case of the Fetching having been done by the Onp. 
there arises no question as to the necessity of doing it by the Milking 
Vessel also ; and under the circumstances, we see no reason why, when the 
Fetching has been done by means of the Milking Vessel, there should be 
any question of having to do it over again, merely for the sake of employ- 
ing the Gup, 

Question: “How is it that the in j unction of the Milking Vessel 
possessed of an authority superior to that of the Cup ? ” 

Answer: (1) Because the Milking Vessel h^s been laid down as a 
special case ; (2) and hence its Injumition would become absolutely useless, 
if even in that particular case, we were to employ the Gup only ; and (3 ) 
because it is enjoined in proximity to a result desired by mfm ; therefore 
it sets aside the use of the Cup. 

Tliat is to say, Ql) and (2) the Injunction of the employment of the 
Cap is a general one, indicating the possibility of its employment in ali 
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performances (of the B'etchivy of water) ; while that of the Milking Ves- 
sel is a particular one (laying it down as to be employed under certain 
conditions) ; and hence it is possible for the former to have a place with- 
out necessarily setting aside the latter (i.e. in those performances where 
the specified conditions are absent). This however is not possible for 
the Milking Vessel, which can find no place without setting aside the Cup 
(as this latter is connected with all performances). (3) The Cup is veiy 
much farther removed from the result desired by Man, than the Milking 
Vessel (whose use is directly connected with the acquiring of Cattle) ; and 
it is a well-known fact that all Scripture tends towards the fullilinent 
of some end desired by Man. 

As for the difference between the two (the Cup and the Milking Ves- 
.sel), consisting in the fact of one serving tlie saci ifice, whicdi the other 
does not, - that hns got notning to do with the case in question ; as 'we shall 
show ni\doi\ Sutra, * Arthasynvikrtatvat' •, nor is there much use in such 
special isations as, that ‘a generic accessory helping in the sacrifice can 
be set aside by a particular one only Avhen this latter also is such as helps 
in the sacrifice/ And thus, on account of proximity, the two (the Fetching 
and the Milking Vessel) must be x'egarded as affecting each other’s potency 
and thereby restricting the utility or applicability of each other. For 
instance, the Fetching which has obtained its existence in another per- 
formance, loses its potency of bringing in its original acce.ss(>ry (the 
Cup); while the Milking F'ess<?Z also loses the potency of prompting any 
other Fetching, 

And thus, it is only in such performances of the Fetching, as are not 
related to a ‘ desire for Cattle,’ that the employment of the Cup could 
be accepted as authorised by the Scripture ; and hence it must be admitted 
that the ^Milking Vessel' (which is laid down as to be used in perform- 
ances connected with that desire) is a ‘ modification ’ of the Gup. 

That in the Modificatory Sacrifices the Cup alone could be employed 
will be explained in Adhydga VIII under the StUra VIII — i— 24. Hence 
we conclude that the Modification (of the Cup, in the shape of the Milkuig 
Vessel) is employed at the Original Primary only. 



ADHIKARANA (4). 

[The I:dh(infi is not subsidiary to the PammUnB^tL'] 

SUtrn ( 11 ): **The laying of fire is for the sake of thr 
IsH; because of the Context. 

In course of the treatsnent of such Injunctions as do not occur in the 
Context of any Sacrifice, the Author first of all proceeds to show that tlu* 
Laying of Fire is enjoined without reference to any particiihir Sacri- 
fice. 

The fact of the Injunction of the Laying of Fire {^Vasante Ag^iindda- 
dhita') occurrinif in the Context of the PavamrinBsti (which is laid down 
in the sentence * Agnnye paviimnnaydsf^lca ptilanmrvapBtf etc.) indicates 
that the said Laying belongs to that f^ti ; while fror»i Direct Declaration 
it appears to pertain to the Sacrificial Fire purely by itself (and not as 
connected with any particular Sacrifice); hence there arises the question 
as to whether, or not, the Laying of Fire belongs to the Pavamdnesti in 
particular. 

And on this question, wo have the following — 


PtlRVAPAKSA. 

“In accordance with the Sutra III— iv — lt5, the Laying being a puri- 
“ fication of Agni, for the purposes of the Jsf^, we conclude, through 
“ Direct Declaration, Syntactical Connection, and Context, — all of whicli 
“are quite compatible with one another, — that the Laying is of ihat Fire 
“ Avhich is connected with the Isfi- [This view is not incompatible with 
“ Direct Declaration, ns all that this declares is that the Laying is of the 
“ Fire ; and this is not infringed in the case of the Laying being done for 
“the Fire of the Isfi.'] The Laying of the fire by itself (without ref er- 
‘‘ence to any Sacrifice) would be absolutely useless; and it is this 
“ fact of its belonging to the Fire, that makes it capable of being taken 
“for the Fire in connection with the Ispi \ and hence we must admit 
“ that the general statement (contained in the sentence * Agninddddhtta^) 
“ refers to the Ifti ; and then too^ the Context distinctly shows that it 
“ pertains to the 
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SIDDHANTA. 

SUtra (12) : not so; as it is the Ishtis that are for the 
sake of the Layhig of Fire. 

If the Laying were meant to be an indirect aid to a Sacrifice, then, 
i hrough Context, it could have been taken as being for the sake of the 
UH. Through Syntactical Connection, however, we find that the Accusa- 
tive ending (in ‘ Agnin ddadhita *) clearly shows tliat the Laying is meant 
to he a purification of Agni. Under the circumstances, if the Ayni were 
solely for the sake of the Tavamanestl then, in that case, through the 
Agni, the Laying also would be for the sake of that. But we have already 
shown that not bringing about any definite results, the Isfis themselves 
are for the sake of (subservient to) the Agni; and IieiKM?, in accordance 
with the Sutra VI— iv — 13, the Laying anti the hfi could not bear the 
relation of subserviency to each other (as both are acce.-iisories of Agni), 
Nor have we any reasons for making the Context set aside the denotation 
of the Accusative ending. 

SUtra (13) ; Also becatise we find tndteattons to the 

effect. 

The sentence ‘ TBnaivam p%inarnavann(wam karoti ’ (where ‘ tonn * re- 
fers to the Laying) shows that the Laying is meant to be the purification 
<»f Agni, 



ADHIKARANA (5). 

[The Laying is for the sake of all Sacrifices.] 

SUtra (14): is for the sake of the Original PvU 

^*mary sacrifice; just as are all injunctions not 
occurring in the Contejot of any particular sac- 
^^rifice,^^ 

The question beitig as to whether the said Laying of Fire is for the 
sake of the Original Primary Sacrifice, or for ti)at of all Sacrifices, — we 
have, upon this, the following — 

PtTRVAPAKSHA. 

“ It having been established that the Injunction of the Laying does 
“ not occur in the Context of any particular Sacrifice, it must be admiitcl 
** that, like the injunction of the Khndira-Sruva^ the Laying is for the 
“ sake ef the Original Primary Sacrifice, entering into this latter, through 
“ the 

SIDDHANTA. 

SUtra (15) : It is for the sake of nil sacrifices \ hecatise 
the Laying has its own specific time (distinctly sub- 
joined) [Or, because the Laying is laid down inde- 
pendently by itself]. 

The sense of the Sutra appears to he as follows If the Laying were 
done at the time of tl»e Original Primary Sacrifice, then it could be taken 
as being for the sake of this latter ; as a matter of fact, however, we find 
that the Laying is done at a time that is laid down for itself, — such time 
being the Vasanta, etc. (laid down in the sentence ^ Brahman o vasante 
AgntnUdadhita, etc.’) ; and thuvS not being connected with any particular 
sacrifice, we must conclude that the Laying is for the sake of all Sacri- 
fices (the Original Primary as well as the Secondary Modifications). 
Specially as the fact of the performance of the Laying being common to 
all sacrifices will be fully established, under Sutra XI— iii— 2. If it 
were for the sske of the Original Primary alone, then its performance 
would belong only to the Darga Purnamasa ; and in that case, inasmuch 
as its performance would depend upon that of this Principal Sacrifice, it 
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would from its very nature come to be performed in its own time in the 
Yasanta^ as well as on the Amdma^ifa and the Purnanidn days. And in 
that case, such de(?larations, as ‘ Vasante (liladhifa^* ‘ DarQu-PurnamUsya^ 
yorndadhita' would become absolutely useless. For these reasons, it 
must be admitted that the Laying is for the sake of all Sacrifices'. 

This position however could not be maintuincd, because we have 
tio authority for .connecting the Laying eitlier with the Origimd Primary, 
or witl) the Secondary Modifications. We have found that, notwithstnnd' 
ing the indications of the Context, the Laying was not admitted to be for 
the sake of the Pavammi^^sfi ; and then, how could we take it to be for 
the sake of any other Sacrifice, when wo have none of tlie six means of 
knowledge —Direct Declaration and the rest, — pointing to that fact? 

Objection'. “ In that case, the present Adhiharana will have been in- 
“ eluded in the last (and as such there would be no need of treating of it 
“ separately).’* 

Ee^ly : True, it would certainly have been includoid in it, if the Dur(;a~ 
Purnamdsa also were as devoid of results as the Pavamdfiesti. As a 
matter of fact, however, the Dargn^Pilrnamdsa are found to load to dis- 
tinct results ; and as such not being a subsidiary action, it could not be 
subject to the law of the Sutra VI — iv — DI; and hence it is quite possible 
hr the Laying to bo taken as being, through Agni, for the sake of this 
Sacrifice. The Laying being devoid of any results of its own, it becomes 
necessary to find out some use for its performance; and just as in the 
case of the ‘ KlMira-Sruva,' so in tliis also, the Laying would como to be 
recognised as being, tlirougb Agni^ for the .sake of the Sacrifico. Specially 
as the fires, appearing in the course of performances, are quite capable 
of accomplishing the Sacrifices. We have found that the ivashing of the 
Fnlif-corn is not for the sake of the mere form of it,— and so also the 
mention of ‘ Khddira ’ is not for the sake of the mere form of it, —and that 
both of these are meant to be the means to the accomplishment of the 
Afurva (Transcendental Eesult) of Sacrifices; and exactly in the same 
manner, the Laying of Fire would be not for the sake of the mere form of 
Agni^ but for the bringing about of the Sacrificial Afurva. If the Laying 
were merely meaiit to be the means of bringing about the form of the 
Fire, then, in that case, the Sacrifice would come to l>e performed even by 
those who may not have laid the Sacrificial Fire (performed Agnyndhdna). 
As a matter of fact however, what the Man requires is the Sacrifices to be 
complete in all its details, and not the mere Fire ; and hence the connection 
of some Sacrifice being absolutely necessary, it must be admitted that the 
Laying is for the sake of the Original Primary, in order to avoid a useless 
repetition, as shown under Sutra III — vi — 2. ^ 

As for the injunction of a distinct time for the Lui/mfy,— t]>at could bo 
192 
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taken as pertaining to the common character of the performance; jn-st 
like the Ouiting of the Samficial post laid down by Direct and Indirect 
Injnnctions ; and hence that could not justify our taking the Laying to ho 
for the sake of nil Sacrifices. Then, as for the mention of ‘ Vasanta,' etc., 
(as the time for that could bo taken as serving the purpose of 

pointing out a time that has not been mentioned elsewhere. For certainly 
tlie Laying of Fire that would be done in connection witjb the Da^a^Pur^ 
namnsa could not always he performed in the Vasanta^ as that Layinu 
has got to be performed every fortnight (on every Amdvnsya and Pwr- 
namasi). But tliis time of the Bar^a- Pnrnamdsa would not apply 
tliat Laying wliich is done in connection with the Barvi-Homa, apart Iroiu 
t!ie Agnihotra, And for these reasons the common character of the Lay^ 
ing could not be cognised without the declaration of its own time (Fa6'a>/* 
^a) ; and hence this declaration is not found to be useless (which would 
cause an Apparent Inconsistency that could justify our accepting the 
fact of the Laying being for the sake of all Sacrifices.) 

In view of these reasons, wc explain the Sutra as follows The 
Laying is not subsidiary to any Sacrifice; it is for the sake of Ihe Agni 
only, as is distinctly shown by the Accusative ending in ‘ Agnin.* And 
inasmuch as the Agni is related to all Sacrifices, — as shown under Sutra 
III — vii — 39, — we speak of tlm Laying also as being, through the Agni) 
for the sake of all Sacrifices. 

The clause ‘ SvakdlaMt * (in the Sutra) is to be taken in the sense 
of ^ Svatantryd7)indniitj' — i.e. because the Laying U laid down independent} y 
by itself. 

It has been argued that, ‘‘ from the Analogy of other Injunctions that 
do not occur in the Context of any particular Sacrifice, we must infer the 
fact of the Injunction of the Laying also to pertain to all Sacrifices.’’ 
But to that we offer the following reply : In the case of those other lu- 
jnuctioiis, watook up the question of the actions to which they pertained, 
after it had been taken for granted that they were subsidiary to some 
such Sacrifice. In the case in question however, you have no authority 
for taking the Laying to be subsidiary to any Sacrifice. Tliat is to say? 
as for the ‘ Khndiraf etc., though they are connected with the Sruva, etc., 
yet they are not recognised as to have been laid down merely for the sake 
of the form of the Sruvay el cm because the use of the word * Sruvay whicli 
is expressive of the ClasSf would be quite possible, even without the ‘ JST/m- 
dira ' (inasmuch as the Smva could be made of other woods also). As for 
the Khadira, that also, on being connected with the particular shape (of 
tho Sr uva)y comes to be spoken of as ^ Sruva.^ And before the Sruva has 
been recognised as being Accessory to a Sacrifice, there is no necessity of 
restricting the Class ‘ Srwva V (to that which is made of the wood 
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only) ; afid hence it is only right that we shonlcl pass beyond the making 
of the mere shape of the 8niva. In the case in question, on the other 
band, we find that the use of such words as ‘ Ihavaniya ’ and the like? 
depend, for their denotation, upon the due performance of the saiictifioa- 
tory rite of the Laying ; and as such, they are not applied to the Fire, 
until that rite has been duly performed ; and hence the Laying comes 
to be recognised as having its use in the supplying of the basis for the 
denotation of tlie said words (* ihavaniya,* etc.). 

Then, it has been argued that, — “ even without the Laying of tire, 
there would be no discrepancy in the SacrificevS.’^ But the discrepancy is 
due, not to the absence of the Laying itself, but to the non-accomplish- 
ment (without the Laying) of the Ahavantya Fire (which is a necessary 
factor in all Sacrifices). If all the effect of the neglecting of Laying con- 
sisted merely in the uoii-fulfilinent of the Laying alone, then, there would 
bo no discrepancy in the Sacrifice (by sucli neglect). As a matter of fact^ 
however, we find that without a due porformanco of the Laying^ no Ah iva- 
niya and other sanctified Fii’es are possible ; and there can be no doubt as 
to these Fires being very necessary Accessories of Sacrifices ; and as such, 
the non-accomplishment of these would surely cause a discrepancy in 
these. Then again, if the Sacrifices were connected with the Fire alone? 
(without any sanctifications) then, inasmuch as the mere form of the if ire 
would be accomplished oven without the Laying^ this Laying could not be 
accepted as due to (necessitated by) the performance of the Sacrifice, 
fiat, as a matter of fact, we find that such Injunctions, as ^ yaiWiavaniyB 
and the like cannot be duly carried out, witliout the performance 
of the Laying, And hence it must be admitted that one who would per- 
form the Sacrifices must perform the Laying also. 

Fop these reasons, we conclude that the Laying is for the sake of the 

Fire. 

As for the Butra ^ Dravyasy^lkarmakS,lawirpaUBy (XI— iii — 2), which 
might be quoted against the present Siddh^nH^ we shall explain, under 
that Betray that it puts forward a theory only by way of admitting for the 
sake of argmiefit. 

The above reasonings also tend to show that the PavamdnBsiis f\ho 
are for the sake of (the due preparation of) the Fire, The further ques- 
tions, in connection with the relationship between the Pavamanesfi and 
the Laying^ we shall deal with in the following Adhikarana. 



ADHIK ARANA (6). 

[The Pava 7 n^nBstis should bo performed in the unconsecrated Fire.] 

Sutra ( 16 ): ^^The Fire for Pavamanestis Hhoiiltl he 
obtained from the Original Primary \ just like 
the Prayajas.^^ 

The question tlial; we proceed to deal with is, that as to whether, 
or not, Ihe ParamanSStis are performed bj means of the Fire consocrateil 
by the Pca’amawa-offerings, in accordance with the Siitra ^ tasynntu syat 
prai/djuvai* (X — i — 6). 

And on this question, wo have the following 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

“ In accordance with the declaration — Isftsti Dar^aPUrnamdsayoh 
“ we are led to the conclusion that the Dar(}ft~PuTna'uiGs>i 

“ sacrifices, form the Original Primary of the ParamnnBstis ; aud hence 
just as the Prfli/d/cs enter into these latter, on the authority of the 
** Implicatory Injunction (* Prahrtivadvihfhh ’ ), so, in the same manner, 
“ the fact of their being performed in the Fii e consecrated by the Pavamana- 
“ offerings would also enter into them, by reason of the same authority. 

“ Ohjection ; “ The Ahavanlya and other Fires become recognised as 
“ occasions for all sacrifices, by means of Direct Declaration ; and as such 
“ it is not right to assort that they are obtained (for the Pavamnna 1st is) 
‘‘ from the original Primary/ 

“ Reply: This does not affect the case ; as it is only in cases where 
‘‘the ^ Homa^ is directly mentioned, that the relationship of the Homa 
“ would be recognised as the same as that with the Original Primary. 
“ In cases, however, where it is the mere ‘ Sacrifice * that is assumed 
“ from the relationship of the material and the Deity, — while the ‘ Homa' 
“ is obtained from the original Primary, through the sentence ‘ Qatura- 
mttam juhoti^' as the means (in the shape of the Homa) 
“ would be obtained from the Original Primary, tho Ihavanlya Fire also 
“ should be obtained from the same source; — and it is only right to assert 
“ that it is obtained from the Original Primary, 

“ Objection ; ‘ Those Pavamdna Istis that are performed for the 
“sake of purific<ition^ would stand in need of other such Istis for 

“ their purification ; and those of others j and so on and on, hd infinitum* 
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“ Ueply : This objection does not affect our position ; in all cases of 
“ such regressus ad infinitum, we can pi*o(ieed only so Ihr as is justified by 
“due authority ; and hence the Istis would go on being performed only 
“ so long as the time would permit, without trespassing on the prescribed 
“ time, such as the /irndvdsya, the Ptirnavinsi^ and the like.” 

SIDDHANTA. 

SUtra (17): Not so; because the Pavamana Istis are 
performed for the sake of (the consecration ofj the Fire. 

It is only the accessories of the Original Primary, such as the 
Praydja and the like, that are transferred by Implicatory Injunction. 
The Pavamrma Istis however, are not the accessories of sacrifices, as we 
have just shown in the Adhikarana on the ‘ Laying of Fire.* Hence 
what is transferred by Implicatory Injunction, is the mere form of the 
lhavaniya and other Fires, and not the /{{//.s',— as shown under the Sutra , 
‘ Eupam vd agBsahhutatvnt ’ (VII — iii — 29). 

As for the Aramhhaniyd hti however, it is th (3 accessory of a sacri- 
fice ; and hence to the question of this h{i we shall devote another 
Adhikarana j and the law arrived at in connection with that would 
apply to the present case also. Even if the Pavarndna hfis were 
accessories of the Barga^Purnamdsa , — until they are actually enjoined, 
they are not seen in connection with the Original Primary ; and until the 
Bhdvana is fully supplied with its three constituent factors— of the object, 
the [Hstrument and the Procedure , — the Injunction would not be operative. 
Hence the Original Primary being without the Pavamdna Isfis, the 
procedure that these latter could take up would be only that w'hicli is 
laid down by sentences other than that enjoining the Original Primary, 
Otherwise, in one and the same sentence we would have the thing referred to 
as already enjoined, and also as enjoined as if not already enjoined ; and this 
would involve a self-contradiction in the very form of the thing, Hence 
it must be admitted that the Ahavanvja and other Sacrificial Fires 
necessary for the Pavamana l^Hs, are exactly the same as those that 
existed before those Ispis; and hence it is only wlien the Sacrificial F*ire 
has been duly accomplished, and stands in need of some purpose to 
serve, that we could take it as an accessory pointed out either by Direct 
Injunction or by indirect Implicatory Injunction. As a matter of fact, 
however the Isfis serve the purpose of accomplishing the said Sacrificial 
Fires ; and as such could not stand in need of any help from these latter ; 
and that which is not wanted could not be laid down, either directly, or 
by Implication. ^ 

For theSe reasons we conclude that the Istis are to be performed in 
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connection with the Fire which has undergone the sinipfe consecratoi y 
rite of the Laying (without being subjected to the further purificatory 
, rite of the Pavamfina hfis themselves). 



ADHIKARANA (7). 

[Tlie Ufnkarma (Killing) and other accjessoiy details belong to the 
Agntsomi^a animal only.] 

Hut%*a ( 18 ) : The Injunct Ion with regard to the Pacu^ 
Saeviflee would have pertaiued equalig to all ani- 
mats, if they had alt been men tioned in the same 
** Context.^^ 

We now proceed to consider the contradiction and non-con ( radio- 
lion of Position (or Order) by Context, as well as by the former three 
(Direct Declaration, Indicative Force, and »Syntactical Connection). 

In connection with the AgnUfoma- Terminus of the Ji/oHs- 

foma Sacrifice, there are laid down three Animal-Saorifices, of (ho 
Agmsonnyaf the Savanfya and the Anuhandhya animals. All those ani- 
mals stand in need of certain .accessory details, in connection with the 
procedure to be adopted in those Sacrifices. We find that there are cer- 
tain details,— such as Killing^ etc.,— laid down a.s to be performed on the 
Au^avasathya Bay (the day previous to the actual performance of the 
Sacrifice), after the Agnisomiya animal has been brought in. 

With regard to these accessory details, there arises a four-fold doubt : 
(1) Are the details laid down for all the three animals ; (2) or, for tlie 
Savaniya, only ; (3) or, for the Savontya, and the Agnhomiya ; (4) or, 
for the Agntsomiya^ only ? 

And with a view to the relevancy of the Sutras ‘ Sthanaoca purvasya * 
and the rest, ti»e Author propounds the Pitrvapnk^a that “ they are laid 
down for all the three animals.” 

But if this theory w^ere put forward by the Sulra^then tbe next 
Sutra would be wholly irrelevant ; as the ‘ previous,* ^Purva* being included 
in the * all,’ what would be the use of this second Sutra, when the pre.scnt 
Sutra will already have pointed out the applicability of the Details to all 
the three animals P— specially as the applicability of these to the ‘ Previ- 
ous’ animal also would be due to the non* differentiation of tbe Context. 
Then again, how could we connect the whole thing with the preclusion (con- 
tained, in Sutra, 20) of the fact of the Details belonging to the Savantya 

which has not been d eel. ared by the mention of the absence of Con- 
text this Siddhffnta SUtra, being found to be irrelevant, would make 

sU the Bubse()uent accessory /Sutras irrelevant also. 
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Or, it might be possible for us to take what is put forward in tho 
present SUtra as the first Purvapaksa; and as the second Pmvap'iksa, 
we would have the theory that the details belong to the Savanlya only 
(which has not been put forward in any Sutra) ; and then we would have 
the Siddhanta put forth in SHtra (20). But this pi*ocedure has not been 
adopted by the Bhdsya ; which has recourse to the much simpler method 
of putting forward the first of tho aforesaid alternatives (i.e. the details 
belong <0 all the three animals), — but, as not contained in the present 
Suh^a, Inasmuch as the assumption, for the sake of the relevancy of the 
subsequent Sfiirast of an extraneous FUrvnpaksa^ in between the two 
PuTvapaksas put forward in the Sutras^ would throw the charge of 
negligence (or absent-mindedness) on the author of the SutraSf — avo take 
the assumed extraneous Purvapaksa^ in the very beginning of the Adhi- 
harnna. And in support of this Purvapaksa vre have tho following urgu- 
meuts, which we put forward as— 

PURVAPAKSA (A). 

“The accessory details in connection with Animals, that are laid 
“down in tho /yohsfoma- Context, are not found to be related to any 
“particular animal. Because, though, through Syntactical Conneoti(»n, it 
“ is tlio Agnlsomiya animal that is recognised as to be dealt with in tho 
“ same place as the accessory details in question, — yet at the place of the 
“ actual appearance of these, the Context of tho Animal would be in 
“ proximity to the Purchase. 

“ That is to say, in connection with the Initiatory Sacrifices we find 
‘Hhe Agntsomiya animal laid down, in proximity to the Purchase of 
and though, through the force of Syntactical Connection, it 
“ would appear that this animal is to be dealt with in proximity to the 
“ details relating to the animal, — yet it is not found to be so dealt with 
“ in view of the Context ; because all Contexts operate in regard to tho 
“ place of origination (or appearance). As for the Savanlya animal, tlio 
“ time for its appearance is that of the Suiya {Pounding of the Soma) ; 
“ and as for its declaration in connection with the Previous Bay, that is 
“ simply for the purpose of pointing out certain details ; but, this declara- 
“ tion does not coustitute the Context ; as it occurs at a distnnce from the 
“ Anuha^iflhya animal, >vhich is dealt with at tlie end of the Soma (Saori- 
“ fice). And thus we find that the Details in* question belong to the 
** Jyotistoma itself, and to none of the animals concerned j as the indi- 
“ cation of the Position of the Agnisomtya^ being at a distance from its 
“ objective, would be rejected by those of the Context of the Jyotistomat 
“ Avhicli is not interfered by any Sub-conlext or Syntactical Connection. 
“ But, in view of the fact of the material employed at the Jyotistowa 
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TRW DKTATLS DO NOT BELONG TO THE SAVANlYA. 

“ being the Soma (and nob the body of any animal), wo come to take 
the said details as ])elonging to its; subsidiaries (in accordance with 
■'the III — i — 18); and as all the tliree Animal-Sacrifices arc 

equally subsidiaries to the JyotlMomn, we lake the deUiiU to belong 
“ to all the three animals. 

“As for the Dlksaniyd however, even though that too is a 
subsidiary of the Jyoiutoma, yet the details do not j^orfcain bo it ; for 
“ the simple reason that it is incapable of utilising them. Nor do they 
‘‘ pertain to tin? animals tliat come in as aco(?.ssorios of the DTMatnyd 
'' Jsti; ]>ecauao even though they arc capable of taking in those details, 
yet (.here is no sort of general relationship (between these animals 
‘‘and the said Details). For these reasons, it must be admitted 
that the Details in question apply equally to all the three auimals.” 
In reply to this extraneous Pnrmipalc^ha we luiv(‘ ilu' present 
Sutra (18), which embodies the following — 

FfriiVAPAKSA (11). 

‘‘ What has been said would bo possible only if there u ere no 
“difference in the Context, through the JyofJstoma. As a matter of 
“ hud. however, wo find that there is an actual difference in the 
Contexts of the Animals ; inasmuch as the Savaniya is mentioned in 
(connection with the Previous Day ; — the appe^aranco of Saimilya 
‘‘ animals having b(^en laid down, in proximity to the Details (»f the 
Animal-Sacrifice, in tlm sentence — ‘ Agmyam ajam Agmsjomii, 
"aiahhUa AindrdgnamuklhyP^ dviilyam/ Hence we (conclude tliat the 
“ Fkdaila in (question belong to the Havamya animal only.'^ 

fin reply to Purmpaksha (//), wo have Die following — | 
IMTin'Al^AKSA (0). 

Sutiuf (10); ^^Thronijh Posit ioiif should betaken 
^^as belomjhKj to the pre el ons {tnhnat Afjnh 

*^somlf/a) also/' 

''Question: ‘How is it that this Sutra declares something in 
“ direct contradiction to the Law of the Cruli lmgadhikarana (III — iii — 

“ 14)? For certainly, the co.uolusion therein arrived at is not in the 
“ form that Context VidAvana, etc., are subservleyil to the Rdjasuya, 
" tvliile by Position they are subservient to the AbhisMcaniya ; or that 
by Direct Declaration the Atndrl belongs lo the Odrhapaiya, while by 
Indicative force it fertains to Indra [and thW is what Is declared 
193 
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** ill (lie Sutra, that by Context the Details in question belong to (he 
Savamya, while by Position they belong to the Agnisomiya]^ 

‘‘ Answer : In the ease of the Videvana (dealt with under the 
Qndilihgddhikarana), it was found that all requirements beinjs; fiil- 
filled by means of the superior authority of the Context^ there would h,> 
'' no oecnsion for the operation of tlie inferior authority of Position; 
“ and as such it was only right that both alternatives should not br 
“ accepted conjointly ; specially as in such a case, the non*assunip- 
tion of the further relationship (shown by the interior authority) does 
not cause any discrepancy either in tlie nature of the Accessory (the 
Aindri Manlra) in question, or in that of the Primaries (Indra, Agni, 
etc ) ; beoaiiso they are capable of being recalled to the memory by 
other means (than the Mantra in question). In the case in question, 
however, though the requirements of the Accessory Details in question 
are supplied by their connection w'ith the Savaniya animal, yet, 
inasmuch as the Agnishomtya is found to be incomplete without 
these Details, it becomes absolutely necessary to recall them again 
(by some means or other, for the accomplishment of the Agni- 
“ shomlya) ; specially as there would be no incongruity in the accept; 
“ ance of both at one and the same time. As a matter of fact, with- 
‘‘ out the Details in question, the Agnlshormya could never form part of 
“ the Darina- Purnamdsa sacrifices as that which forms the origin of the 
“ Animal~>Sacrifices, viz. : the Agmshormya, is a modification (or part) 
“ of the Dar^a-Purnamdsai while others, having the common character 
“ of having for their material a living being, are modifications of the 
Animal sacrifices fhernselves ; and then when we come to consider the 
“ question, as to whether the Agmshomiya (not taking in the details (W- 
“ rccfcly by itself) is to obtain them out of those belonging to the Sava- 
“ nlya, through the Indirect implication based upon similarity (of the 
“ two animals), — or it is to obtain them by means of some sort of a 
‘‘ direct Injunction, — we come to the conclusion that the Details find 
“ place in the Agmshomiya by means of Position, which forms a part 
“ of Direct Injunction ; as it is only when all the six methods of Direct 
Injunction (in the shape of Direct Declaration, Indicative Power and 
“ the rest) have ceased to operate that we can admit of any Indirect 
Implication. Consequently, Just as in the other case, the operation 
included in the sacrifice comes to be taken as subservient to the 
“ Original, as well as to the modifications through Direct Injunction and 
‘‘ Indired Implication, respectively, — so, in the same tpaimer, in the 
/■ case in question, Hihe Details in question are subservient the 
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Agnishow^yaf as wdl as to the Savanh/a through Position mA Context 
‘‘ respeotivoly. 

“ As for the Anuhandhya animala, liowever, inasmuch as we do not 
“ find any the slightest Direct Injunction to be applioabie, the Details 
“ could come in only through Imjdicaiion. 

** And as such there can be nothing objectionable in the ''Sutra/' 

SIDDHANTA 

Sutra ( 20 ) : Areordiaff to some people, the avcesHorii 
details beloiiff to the Snrampo \ hni the prerioas 
deelarattoii ouhj serves the purpose of pointimj 
out an accessor!/* 

We quite rcadih* admit of the fact of the Details belonging to the 
Agmskomtya, through Position \ but wc cannot aeoopt the assertion of 
that they belong to the Savaniya, by n^ason of the Conlexi, Beeausc 
the re-mciition of the Savauhja animals in coimection with the Previous 
Day serves the purpose of pointing out an accessory ; while as for the 
appearance of those animals, which actually occurs after the Holding of 
(he A(;v%na Gup (on the day following the sacrifice), it is pointed out by 
the Context. 

The originative Injunction of the Savanlya Animals is contained in 
the sentence — ^Taking hold of the Alvina W'ssel, and tying a thrcjc- 
fold string round the sacrificial post, one should kill the Savanlya ani- 
mal/ And as for the word * (}vah ' (‘ to-niorrow ’) used on the Aup misa' 
ihya Day, this refers to the Sni/ya (the day after the sacrifice) . 

Question: ** What is that accessory (for the sake of which wo have 
” the previous declaration) ? We do not find any mentioned in the 
“ sentence dealing with the Savanlya itself V 

Answer : It is this ; with reference to all Savanlyas^ we find the 
deprecatory declaration ; Yalhd vamalsijah, ale , etc,/ the meaning of 
which is this : ‘Just as when a fish is moving about in the water its exact 
position is not known, and the man looking for it is kept moving tliis 
way and that, — so, in the same manner, with regard to those Savanlya 
animals it is not exactly known where they should be dealt with, and 
this, keeps the Performers in a state of suspense/ — and the previous 
mention of the Savanlya is in connection with this deprecation, and not 
for the sake of an Injunction of it. The said deprecation also is taken 
explanatory of the following question; ‘ In what way are we to 
employ the animals known as Savanlya in connection with Savana 
o^^iiiga I ’ ^And this question again is in coitueotion vyith another 
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Injunction,—' Vapaya praiah sat)aM pracaranii/^ which has the foriu 
of an answer to the previous question. 

And thus wc find that the previous mention of the Savaniya is for 
durpose of pointing nut this accessory (the Fa;>5, Fat) of it, as to be 
used in the offering", and it gives us an idea of the Context, 

Question : Wha^ am the toordsby which the Accessory is laid down ? ’ 
That is to say, the sentence quoted — d^vinam graha7n<jrhitva,cio.J~ m 
found to serve the purpose of pointing out the order of sequence of 
certain actions ; and as such it could not serve as the originative Injunc- 
tion of the Savaniya. 

In reply to this, the Author of the Bhdshya shows that it is only 
the Ai/neya animal, out of the many Savaniya animals, that is spoken 
of as appearing ‘ to-morrow/ 

And some people explain this portion of the Uhashya in the fol- 
lowing \niys ; (1) No significance should be attacbed to the specification 
of tiio ' Aynhja ’ Savamya. as it is spoken of simply with a view to shou 
that the accessory belongs to all the Savantyas. (2) This is meant to 
show that there are many such sentences ; but in any case, it is the nun- 
tion of the Ag7icya only that serves any ugefiil purpose. Even though 
the Amdrdyyia and the other Savaniya animals have their original ap- 
pearance on the Previous Day, yet, inasniucli as they arc used in the 
subsequent 'Terminuses' (the performance u hereof is not absolutely 
necessary), — they have not the power to take in (utilise) those acces- 
sory details of animals, which are laid down as absolutely necessary. 
And thus there could be no doubt as to the superiority of the authority 
of the Position of the Agnlshomiya. As for that Savaniya, which, being 
necessary, is capable of utilising the said details, — we have already 
shown that the Context does not point to that. 

For these reasons, we conclude that the details do not belong to the 
Savaniya. 

Sutra ( 21 ): Objection '. *'The latter declaration would 
“ only Her re the purpose of layiny down the time for 
** that which is transferred (to a sabsequeht occa- 
“ sion),^' 

The whole Adhikaram turning upon the due ascertainment of the 
exact sentence that serves as the originative Injunction of the Savanlych 
the Opponent brings forward the following arguments : — 

“ If you think that there is no Context of ihc Savaniya^ then you 
“ are very much mistaken ; because as a matter of fact, the original ap* 
pearanee of the Stiyamya animal is due to the previous sentenoe 
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* C (t^neyamaja7n, etc.') ; then the sentence (' Vapaya pracarcmi') trans- 
‘ fefs the ‘fat’— portion of the body of that animal ito a subsecpiont 
‘occasion: and lastly, the exact time being still unknown, the last 
‘ sentence (* asvinmn^ etc,') points out the particular time. 

“ That is to say, the sentence ‘ Vapm/a pnUaksaimm pracarmili' 
transfers the chief of the details in question — namely, the * praeara 
‘ of the Fat’; and inasmuch as the subsidiaries always follow the 
‘ Principal, the other Details — of killing, etc,. -also are transferred: 

' but with all this there remains an uncertainty as to the exact time: 

■ and the ‘time immediately after th3 Holding of Ike A^vim Vessel ’ is 
‘ then laid down (by the sentence 'arvinan grhilvd. etc,'). Ifence it is 
' this last sentence that servos the purpose of laying down the acoes- 
‘ sory (of Time)] otherwise tliero would be a syntactical split ; because 
‘ if the sentence were not taken as laying down the time for the 
‘ ^SV/mwi//a-saorifi(^e, it would he taken as laying down the time for 
‘ the Parivyma (Tying of tlie rope round the l\)st) and tin? Upakamm 
‘ (Killing), as well as the SaoviJice together with its Deity and Material 
‘ (and this multiplicity of enjoined objects would certainly cause a 
‘ syntactical split). 

''Objection : ‘The Tymg of the Rope, being already related to the 
' sacrifice through Implication, the sentence can be taken as laying 
down the Sacrifice as to be performed at the same time as the Tying , — 
the mention of this latter being merely by way of a descriptive refer- 

■ ence (and in this way, there would be no syntactical split).* 

"Reply. It is quite true that the connection of iho Tying of the 
Rope is pointed out by Implication; but as a matter of fact it is not 
' actually done at the time of the Saimnya ; for the simple reason 
‘ that the Sacrificial Post remaining the same (at all the Animal sacri- 
fices), all the aid due to the said Tying, becomes accorded to the 
Savantya also, by the Tying that has been done previously at the 
time ol i\\Q Agnuhomtyn, — in accordance with the law ' Talkalasin. 
etc,* (XI — hi — 0). 

'Objection: ‘ In that case the Tying of the Hope would be ap- 
plicable through this commonality of the Post ; and as such could 
Vbe taken as spoken of (in the sentence Aevimm grhiivd, etc.) merely 
way of Descriptive Reference.’ 

"Reply : No such descriptive reference is possible; for the simple 
reason that the Tymg is not recognised to be the same that is 
‘ spoken of by way of descriptive reference which is nicognisecl to be 
‘ in the satpe form in which it had appeared ott the previous day ; and 
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“ certainly that which will have been done on the Previous day, could 
“ not be referred to as existing on the day after the Holding of the 
“ A9vina Vessel : nor is there any Tying of the Rope done on this latter 
“ day; and as for the Tying that may have been done on the previous 
“ day, that could not be spoken of by way of reference by su<jh words, 
as by the word ‘ * and -the like; because the T^mf/ h 
“ limited by limits of the two actions performed at the two points of 
time. 

^'Objection : Mn that case we can take the sentence agvincm 

Yupam parimya, etc. as referring to the Tying of Ihe Rope which is laid 
“ down in the sentence — dgvimm graham gfhitva upanishkramya yupam 
‘‘ parivyayaii' 

Reply : But this also is not the case ; for the same reason of 
“ non-recfjgnition. That is to say the Tying of Ike Hope, in coiincc- 
“ tion with the Saimiiya, which is not the same as the Tying origiii- 
“ ally done, is found to be laid down (in the sentence ' yupam parivyayaii) 
“ in its base form (i.e. without any mention of the substance that is to 
“ be tied round); while the Original Tying is distinctly spoken of as 
“ done by means of the Rope ; aud hence it the former Tying wore done 
“ by means of some such other substances, as a piece of Cloth and the 
** like, there could be no reference to the ‘ three^foldiiess ^ (which could 
“ apply to the Rope only); and as such it; would be neccessary to 
“ take this ‘ three-folducss ’ also to be an object of Injunction by the* 

“ sentence ‘ A^vinam Irvftd yupam parivlya '--ovov and above 

“ the Tying it^^lf ; and this would involve a S3mtactical split. 

“Thus then, the sense of the Bhdshya comes to be this: if it 
were not as we say, then, it would be necessary for the sentence to 
lay down, in regard to the Tying, something, in connection with 
‘‘ which the ‘ three-fold ’ substance and the particular <ime (after the 
“ Holding of the Alvina V^esscl) could be enjoined ; and the clause 
“ ‘ updkaranasya ca" also would lay down the Time for tho Killing ^ as 
“ well as the Action qualified by the said Substance and Deity. And 
“ hcncc, inasmuch as these sentences are found to serve the purpose 
“ of laying down accessories, it must be admitted that there is a 
“ Context of the a Animals. “ 

SUtra (22); Reply: It mmiot be ho; m that (which 
transferred) In only a part (of the Animal)* 

When the Savaniym with ail their accessories are laid down in 
oonneetion with the Previous Day, wo ace led to believe that all 
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actions (offerings) in connection with the Savaniyas are to be performed 
on that'eame day ; but out of those the ‘ Vapa-pacara* (the carrying of 
Fat) is transferred to the next day, — by reason of the direct declaration 
to that effect (‘ Vapaya pmlcikmmne. prmaranii '), — and not tlie other 
nctions of Killiiiuj ^ndihe like. in accordance with the Siiira V — i — 24, the 
sense of which is that, ‘ those actions, that are to bo performed, either 
after, or along with, the Fai-offering, are to l)e transfeired, and not those 
that are performed before it, —such as the Killing and the like; ’ and 
as for those subsidiaries the exact time whereof is not known, they are 
to be performed at the same time as the Principal Sacrifice, as we shall 
.show later on; but as regards the subsidiaries of the (Animal) 
Sacrifice, it is fully known that they are to be performed on the previous 
day; and hence these do not come to be performed at the time of the 
Princi|)al Action. Thus then, it would be necessary for you to have 
recourse to a transference,— by the sentence 'Arvvurm, etc..' of the 
Savamya^ which, however, is not transferred along with the • Vapa-pm- 
cara'\ and this sentence (‘Jf^mnam, tic.'), in that case, becoming a 
secondary Injunction, there would be a syntactical split involved in 
its being taken as laying down many accessories. On the other hand, 
if this sentence be taken as an Originative Injunction, there would be 
no such anomaly ; hence we conclude that the sentence is an Origina- 
tive Injunction. 

Objection : “ As a matter of fact we find that the Bhashya has 
shown that the sentence contains the Injunction of many objects ; 
'* as we find in it, the assertion, that the senlmce serving the purpose of 
‘‘ pointing out accessories, there would he a syntactical split. Thit tlie 
“ syntactical split is capable of being avoided by taking the sentence 
“ to be an Injunction only of the transference of the Killing which had 
been taken as to be performed on the previous day. * 

Some people seek to Justify the Bhdshya, on the following grounds : 
In the case of the sentence ‘ Agneyya Agmdhram,' we find that what 
are enjoined are the general relationship of the Jyotishtoma, and also a 
particular phase of it; and hence it was asserted, on a previous 
occasion, that there was a multiplicity of objects enjoined : and in the 
sanie manner, in the case in question, the sentence can be taken as 
having a multiplicity of objects for Injunction, in that it lays down the 
transference of the Killing, which has not been transferred along with 
iho V dpapratsSra^ as well as a particular phase of it. 

** But the case of the sentence under consideration is not similar 
“ to the ^agneyya agnidhram"; beoarise in the case of the 
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“latter, the Injunction was found to pertain to a particular phase of 
“ the relationship (of the Jyotishioma ) ; and hence we were led to seek 
“for an Injunction elsewhere, of the general phase of that relation- 
‘‘ship; and then, finding this latter already inhering in some of the 
AfjmyiH, we found the force of the Apparent Inconsistency of its 
“non-injunction considerabi weakened ; and hence there being no 
‘ such Inconsistency to justify the assumption of Injunctions of tho 
“ said general relationship with regard to the other Aijnlyu, such an 
‘‘ assumption would certainly involve a most objectionable Syntactical 
“ Split, imisnui(d\ as suel\ an Injunction is not found to be admitted by 
“ tiic Veda. In tlie case in question on the other hand, we liave no 
“ such contrary element, in th^> shape of an Injunction of fransjerencr 
“ in (jemral, which could weaken the A pparent Inconsistency pointing to 
“the Injunction of the particular Tramfermcps. If, in the ease of 
“the Ayneyi also, there were no such contrary factor, as the exis 
“ tence of the general relationship, which weakened the Apparent 
“ Inconsistency, — then, in that case, there could be nothing to s,et 
“ aside the fact of the sentence laying down the relationship of every 
“ Axjneyl ; as it has been already shown, in connection with such 
“ woixis as ‘ Qona ’ and the like, that even though the Action may bo an 
“ already enjoined one, there is notliing incongruous in having a 
“ multiplicity of enjoined objects, if these happen to be expressed 
by means of one and the same word. Consequently, though the 
*' sentenee ‘ Ai^^nmm (jraham , etc..' enjoins the Prdlahsavana (the morn* 
“ ing offering), as well as the fact of its being performed after the 
“ Holding of the At^^vina Vessels, yet, inasmuch as the Injunctive 
“ Agency is confined to a single word, there is no case of these being 
wholly distinct Injunctions for each of the factors concerned, as shown 
“ under S%iira II— ii—6 ; in fact it is only of one factor (i.o. of the Ime) 
“ that we have an actual Injunction, which, however, implies that of 
“ the other (i.e. the Prdtahsavana) also. 

“ It is for this reason that the Bhdshya, in the course of pointing 
“ out the objectionability of a multiplicity of enjoined objects, has 
“ declaicd, that many ihinga could not be enjoined (by the same Injunc- 
“ tive), unless they were related to one another \ this declaration has 
“ been made in full recognition of the fact that when there are many 
“ things related to one another, the Injunction of any one of these 
“implies the others also, without any further effort in that direction. 
“ Hence if the Injunction of one could imply that of a thousand other 
“ things, there could be no incongruity in this, nor any exjra effort on 
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‘‘ fche part of the Iiijunctivo agency ; and hence we readily admit of such 
an implication. The only way to make such an implication untenable 
is to show that the Injimctioii (.sought to be implied) is otherwise 
** obtainable (and as such there is no Apparent Inconsistency to 
•‘justify such implication). But as a matter of fact, in the case in 
‘‘ question, vve find that there is no such alternative as would admit 
‘ of the Injimctioii pertaining only to the fiequeurce (oj the Snvanhfn) 
'' to the TMdinrj oj the Aevim FmW, without pointing out any sort of 
relationship between that {Savamya) and the Sutyd and the Marti- 
“ inij-offerinf/ . And hence there can be nothing objectionable in the 
‘‘ afoi‘esaid Implication, 

" 111 fact, the objection is applicable to you (who have sought to 
justify the Bhfishya in. the aforesaid manner), — who take the Injunc- 
“ lion to be one of an Action qualified by many Substanoos and Deities- 
' Thoii again, it would be necessary for you to make a still further 
assumption, of the relationship, of the Action, with the Jyotishtoma, 
” the Sutyd, the Moruitupofferinff and the particular time {after the 
Holdinr/ of the Agvim Vessel). And it is a well-known fact, that in 
‘‘ all oases of Transference and Subtraction, there is involved an incon- 
“ gmity in the shape of having a general and a special Injunction ; and 
hence, in view of this incongruity there could be no Injunction of 
Accessories with reference to a previously enjoined acjrfon ; and as 
“ such the sentence would come to be taken as enjoining a distinct 
'‘action altogether. For instance ( 1 ) in the case of the sentence 
' Mdhindrasya shtram pratycthhishicyale* inasmuch as the Injunction 
‘pertains to the Mid-day -offering, the MdJdndra Hymn and the Time, 
Ahlmhecanlya Mantra comes to be taken as serving many purposes ; 
“ ( 2 ) and the same may be shown to be the case with the sentence 
“ ‘ Tiahiliantam pa^um prati prayunjanti' 

“ And further, when there is a single object that i.s both enjoined 
“ and dealt with in action, any other object coming in could do so in 
“ two ways : either by reason of a distinct effort with regard to such 
“ an object, or as following in the wake of some such object. As for 
■' instance, in the case of the Injunction of Eating {o^ the Remnants), 

“ the talking up of the Vessels belonged to the former, while the satisfae- 
“ tion (or pleasure due to the Eating) to the latter kind. Out of these 
two kinds of objects, that which is duo to a distinct effort, is found 
“ to be^suoh that unless it is done, that which is enjoined cannot be 
'^done; and hence with regard tb that we have to assume, on the 
“ ground of tjiat Apparent Inconsistency, another lujtinotiye agency,— 
194 
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but just to such extent as is found t® be based upon scriptural 
authority. While as regards that which follows in the wake of 
another object, it is found to be accomplished, even though there be 
“ very many of it, without any distinct effort on the part, either of the 
“ human agent, or on that of the Scripture. 

** In the case in question, we find that the sequence of the Havamya 
“ to the Bolding of the A^mm Vessel being enjoined, it would not 
‘‘necessitate any distinct effort to establish the connection (of that 
“ Savantya) with the Suiya, the Morning-offering, etc . ; and hence 
“ there is nothing that enjoins Trmisjerence in general. And when 
** w'hat is actually enjoined is the mere sequence to the Holding of tin* 
“ A^mna Vessel which is distinctly mentioned,, what would it matter, 
“if in the wake of that sequence there should appear the attendant 
“ factors of the Suiya, the Morning-offering, the particular part of the 
‘‘ day, the particular hour, minute, second, etc., the generic charactei’ 
“ of Time, Substance and Entity (that is to say the implication of 
“ these would not involve a Syntactical split) ? -For if there were to ho 
“ a syntactical split In such eases, there w’Oiild be one in the case of the 
“ sentence ‘ bring the (^im^.apa * ; because in this also, wc have the word 
^ Qir^apS ’ implying the generic factors of ‘ tree,' ‘ Earth,’ ‘ Substance,' 
“ and •Entity,' Consequently it must be admitted that all that the sen- 
“ fence (A^vinam, etc,'), lays dowm is another time, -in the shape of 
“ that following after the Holding of the Agvina Vessel,— for the KiUing 
“ wdiioh has been previously laid down as to be done on the Previous 
Day. And there can be nothing objectionable in this.” 

II. In view of the above, others seek to explain the “ Syntactical 
split ” spoken of in the Bhdshya, as that which is caused by the fact of 
both the Tying of the Rope and the Killing being transferred by means 
ol the same sentence.” 

“But this also is very easily refuted: as it is only the Tying of 
“ the Rope that is transferred by the sentence ; the transference of the 
Killing being implied by the same transference, in accordance with the 
Sutra Y — i' -24. 

“ The foHowdng might here be urged : * It is only the Accessory that 
“is obtained from the Original Primary, and not that which is altoge- 
‘‘ thcr new, which, being transferred, brings in the others in its w^ake, as 
** spoken of in the said SMra {while in the case in question, the Tyingof 
^ Rerpe is found to be an altogether new accessory, not mentioned 
■“..before.. - . 

“ But this cannot^be admissible ; because, in the Vr^ii--2l> 
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** wre fitid d^oribed the transference of even such accessories as the 
Vidit^na, that are not obtained from the Original Primary ; 
“ and as for the iSfifm * TalJtS purvam* (V— i — 29), which lays dovvii the 
faot of a new Accessory not being tmnsferable), that too has been 
explained as referring to an accessory with certain qualifications. Or^ 
“ even if we have the transference of tlie Killing only, tas the sentence in 
“ question could be taken as referring to the Tging of the Hope laid 
‘lowii in the sentence ^ sa vai A^vinarn, etc,* it would involve no 
syntactical split. 

“It might be argued that, ‘inasmuch as the sentence aS’« val, etc., 

‘ mentions the Rope without any qualifications, the mention, in the 
“ sentence under consideration, of threefoldmss could not be taken as 
“ a mere descriptive reference to a previously-enjoined object. 

“But this is nob quite tenable; because the reply to this argu- 
“ ment would be exactly the same whicli the Siddkaniin would give 
‘‘ later on to a question put to him by the Purvapikshin . 

“ Objection : ‘ Inasmuch as the Hiddlmnlin holds the sentence to 
“contain the Injunction of a new Action, it is possible for him to 
“ admit an Injunction of move than one thing ; while as for the 
“ Pfirvapakshin, this cannot be possible for him (as he takes the sentence 
“ to be an Injunction of Accessories) ; and as such the Injunction 
“ of more than one Accessory would involve a syntactical split.* 

“ Reply : That does not make any difference ; because in a ca.se 
Mvhere several qualification.s are mentioned in connection with one 
action, an Injunction of all those is quite possible, as through that 
“ Action; and hence such cases are quite in accordance with the Law 
“of Qualified Injunction (which do?s nob involve a syntactical split); 

“ but in cases where the Action enjoined is without any of its quali- 
“ ficatiouM, it becomes necessary to bring in, for the sake of that 
“ Action, the qualifying accessories of other actions; and for this 
“ purpose it would be necessary to repeat the Injunctive word (and 
“ this would involve a Syntactical split). For instance, when the 
“ Sacrifice is enjoined along with its Deity, it is only its own qualifying 
“ accessories that it could imply (and bring in), and not a qualification 
“ of the (in the shape of threefoldness). Hence even in the 

“ caste 6{ the Injunctions of new actious (nob previously enjoined), it is 
“ necessary to differentiate its own qualifying Accessory from those of 
“ot^lfS; Thus then, inasmuch as the objection brought forward is 
“ eqtiaUy applicable to both of us (the Purmpakshin as well as the 
■' it should not have been urged agahist one only. 
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“ Then again, the only reply that the SiddharUin could give to the 
‘‘ said objection, would be that—* the Rope is common to both Tying,^ 
“ (parivydna)' as is actually declared in Suira III— vi— 31. And this 
‘‘ would indicate that the Threefold Rope spoken of in the sentence under 
consideration (‘ Trvftd yupam parimya),' would apply to any and 
every ‘ Tying ’ of the Sacrificial Post; so that, in the case in qiies- 
“ tion, the mention of the * Tying * (in the sentence under considera- 
‘‘tion) is only by way of reference to that previously enjoined (in the 
“ sentence 'sa vai dQvinam, etc*) ; and hence there would be no Syntac- 
“ tical split. 

** Or, the sentence may be taken as laying down the immeduUc 
sequence to the Holding of the Alvina Vessel, in reference to tlic 
sequence of the Killing to the Tying, which latter has already been 
enjoined in connection with the Previous Day, — the sentence, in this 
case, being construed as ' yai Irvrld yupam pariviya upakaroti iai 
AQvinafpvJutvdnantararn kdryam' (the Tying of the threefold Rope 
* round the Post, as laid down in regard to the Fhevious Day should, on 
“ the second Day, be done after the Holding of the Alvina Vessel) ' 
** In this way we avoid the Syntactical split complained of, and cer- 
taiuly any far-fetched construction is more acceptable than a Svntac- 
** tical split.** 

In view of these arguments, wo explain the ‘ Syntactical split/ 
spoken of in the Bhdshya, as follows 

It must bo admitted that of the Savanlya sacrifices, one senLcnce 
should enjoin the originative appearanoo, while the other lays down 
its accessories. As a matter of fact we have no grounds for taking the 
sentence speaking of the Previous Day as the originative Injunction (of 
the Savanlya sacrifices). 

Objection : Nor do we find any grounds for taking the other 

sentence either, as the said originative Injunction.** 

Reply : Though it is so, yet, inasmuch it is not possible for the 
two sentences to be taken either as optional alternatives or con- 
jointly, it becomes necessary to find out which of the two couhl, 
through a certain peculiarity in it, be accepted, by preference, as tlie 
required Originative Injunction. And hence we proceed to find out 
such a peculiarity. It has already been shown above that it is only a 
desirable Accessory that can be laid down with reference to an Action 
daid down in the recesses of a remote Injunction. Because an accessory 
that is not desii*ed (in connection with that Action) would, if brought 
in, make it an altogethgr different action, like the Homa in connection 
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with the Kundapaiiinataayciiia, Thus then, in the case in question^ we 
find it is the Vapa-pracara, (the Fat-offering) that is the desired 
accessory, which is capable of being enjoined with reference to the 
SiWviyfi occurring at the time of the Sutya ; and when the declara- 
tion of the Morning offering brings about a recognition of the Savaniya 
appearing along with that Offering,— and it having been found to 
serve a useful purpose in connection with another mention of it in 
connection with the ' next day,’ — it cannot be regarded as bearing the 
relation of subserviency with the Holding ol the Agmua Vessel ; and 
the sentence (‘ Aevinam grhttvd, etc.*) being found to be meant to 
point out the Time, — and Time, by its very nature, not being an 
object desired to be acquired, could nob be enjoined with reference 
to an Action ; and hence it is necessary that a certain Action (the 
Vapdpracara) be enjoined with reference to the Time thus pointed 
out. Even if the Injunction (of this action) be as subsidiary to the 
A^.vina Vessel^ then too. inasmuch as the prinoip il member (Time of 
the Alvina) is not capable of being desired as something to be 
acquired, the sentence could not bub be interpreted as before. 

Thus then, inasmuch as the sentence cannot bo taken as an In- 
junction of acc©.s8ories ; and hence the peculiarity, whereby, the origi- 
native Injunction not being interfered with, the cognition of the 
original appearance of the Action would make it a distinct Action, in 
accordance with the Law of the Difference of Actions being due to the 
difference in the Contexts,— that same poculiarity would make the 
sentence an originative Injunction with regard to the time therein 
pointed out. And thus the other .sentence, naturally, comes to be 
taken as the Injunction of Accessories; as under the above circum- 
stances, there would be no ju.stification for a .syntactical split. 

It was for this reason that \vc considered the question as to 
whether the ' Vdpapracara ’ does, or docs not, lead to the transference 
(of the Savaniya). Because in case there be such a transfercuice, iiias- 
luuch as the idea of the Samnlya mentioned in the previous sentence 
would be still present in the mind (at the time of this transference), 
and as such it being recognized to be the same, wo could not but take 
the other mention of it, as being for the sake of enjioning it in regard 
to the particular time therein pointed out ; as we have explained under 
the SMra ‘ SannidkaulvavibhMgdt ’ (II— iii— 30). And when the Actmi as 
well the Time is found to be enjoined,— the operation of the Injunc- 
tive affix always pertains to that which is in closer [koximity to it ; and 
in the ease in question, wc find that the Time ofJ,he Vapdpracara is the 
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qualification of an action other than the Originative appearance of the 
Savamya; and as such it would be inapossiWe to take the sentence as 
a qualified Injunction; and hence a Sj^^ntactical split would be inevi- 
table. And as to how the two sentences are reconciled and taken along 
with each other, in accordance with our vicw,-*that we have explained 
already. 

Thus then, the sentence could also speak of the subsidiary charac- 
ter of the Tying shown by the Context— by way of descriptive 
reference ; otherwise it would have to refer to it, as enjoined by the 
remoter agency of Position. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the originative In- 
junction of the Savamya is contained in the sentence * A^inam. 
graham, e/c/ 

Question : “ How could you reconcile the above explanation witli 
“ the mention of * Syntactical split’ made in the Bhashya ? ” 

Answer : What the Bhashya means by the expression ‘ Vakybheda ’ 
is the differeu'^.e of actions (and not ^Syniaclical split ’) ; as even if there 
be many factors, if they happen to be related to one another, the 
whole is quite capable of being taken as a single sentence syntactically 
connected. 

That is to say, all that the Bhashya says is ‘ Vdkyam bhidyUa,'--’ 
which means that the sentence in question could not be syntactically 
connected with tlie other sentence; just as in the Sutra * Karlrgum 
tu karmasmnavayad vakyabh^dak sydt^ (III— i— 19.) though there is 
no actual mkyabhMa (Syntactical split,) yet what is inca?it by tin? 
word ‘vdkyabheda' is the want oj miitml conmetion; md in the 
Sutra ' Sdkahkshanmkavdkyam ^ (111— i— 20), the expression ' ekeu 
vdkyu * has been used in the sense mukoil connection ; and in the same 
manner in the case in question, what the Bhashya means is that — 
‘ When the sentence in question is taken as an originative Injunction, 
then it can be connected (syntaetioally) with the other sentence, — this 
connection being possible only if the sentence is not taken merely as 
laying down accessories.* 

Siitkui (23) ; Ohjeotion : ("The Tiuuinfe^enee) muUl 

[Objection : ** The sentence may bo taken as coataiiiiug an implied 
Injuactiori of the for the transfeiTed ;S'at;aaiya ; that Is to say, 
“ \ye find the declaration— ^ One should cover the Fat >ri£K his 
■Vfist * and ber taifily tlioro could be no edverihg of the Fat extracted 
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on the previous day ; as that would mean tlmt the man should stay 
with his fist hiding the fat, for fully two days; which would be an 
“ impossibility ; hence the sentence quoted must be taken as implying 
the presence of the Savaniya on the next day also; and it is for this 
Snmmya that the sentence in question would lay down the JVwc/*] 

Sutrn (24): Jteply: This emmot he: heeavse (such im- 
plication could be possible only) if we had a eoafvadte^ 
flon of the Direet Deelaratton. 

[The said transjerence could have been implied by the Apparent 
Inconsistency of the sentence quoted, only if there were an actual 
inconsistency ; as a matter of a fact, however, we find that the * Cover- 
ing ' spoken of could be done by means of tlie ' handful ’ of lenrrff or 
{frass ; and this could certainly continue for four days ] 

Siitra \25 ) : Jiut^ throaf/h Vositioa^ (the Accessory details in 
question) belouff to the preidous (animal the Aani^ 
Hhomtya): Hpeedailyasthe piirlfteatio^^ pertains to 
that. 

Having thus set aside the fact of there being any Context pointing 
to the connection (of the Details) with the Savanlya^ the Author recapi- 
tulates the Siddhanta view% by means of the same arguments as those 
shown before. 

Or, the great Context (of the Jyoiishloma), being found to be not 
interfered with by any sub-context (of Hhe Savamya)^ would point to 
the Details as belonging to all three animals; and as suohMvould 
set aside the indications of the Posilion (of the Agnlshmiiya) ; and 
it is with a view^ to preclude this view^, that wo have the word ‘ (u* in 
the Sutra. 

Though it is quite true that Context is superior in authority to Posi- 
Hon, yet, in accordance with the Law of the Upam^uyajanumanlrana 
(11— ii — 9 et eeq.), it is the Pomtion aided by Indicative Force whicih 
in tW present case, becomes more authoritative than the said Context. 
Through their inherent capabilities, what the Accessories of the Ani- 
mala want is the Animal Sacrifice, and not the Sacrifice of Soma. And 
that which is not wanted cannot be taken up by Context; as the 
bringing in of thi\t which is not wanted would be all the more remote 
from the sense of the Direct Declaration. Nor can the Law of the 
Sutrd ^ Zmrtha^^^ tadangUhu' (III— i— 18) applicable, unless 
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there is a direct relationship expressed by means of the Geiiitivo 
Ending, — as we have already explained before. 

Objection : Inasmuch as the Agms/iomiya has no other acces- 
“sory detail laid down for itself, it actually stands in need of some 
‘‘ such accessories ; being brought in, from another place, to the place 
where the Accessories are laid down ; and thus being in close 
“ proximity to these Accessories, the Agntshomlya would take them 
“ up, through Context ; and under the oircumstancos, it shouhl nol he 
“ said that it is through Position that it takes them up.*^ 

Reply : This objection is not applicable to the present case ; 
because in a case where the Modificatory Sacrifice is completed by 
means of the subsidiaries obtained from the Original Primary, and 
certain new subsidiaric.s are also introdueed into it — there alone we 
liave the Modification taking up the Subsidiaries, tlirougli Context. Tn 
the case in question however, we find that the Agmshomlya has 
originally appeared in another place ; and in that place, it has all its 
requirements supplied by means of the subsidiaries obtained from tho 
Original Primary (the Jyotisktonia), which have had their uscfulnesis 
previously established, and which have nothing to oppose them ; aiul : 
then, being brought up to the place in question, the Agmshomiyn 
finds certain other Accessory Details, apparently without any other 
purpose to serve, and standing in need of something (to which they 
could belong) ; and then, having its procedure (with regard to these 
details) inferred from other facts, the Agmshonnya becomes connected 
with them ; and it is in the nature of Position alone that, finding the 
Accessories in need of a relative, it oreate.s a procedure for the 
Principal factor, and thereby establishes the relationship of those 
details with this latter ; and hence it is only right that the Sutra 
should speak of ‘ through Position" (Specially as we could have Context 
only if the AgnUhomiya also stood in need of the Details, just as these 
do in that of the former). 

Sutra (26): Also because of Indieatlous. 

We have the sentence — ‘ FapayS pratakasavane caranii^ puroM^ 
0na madhyandine savant ’—which speaks of the PaQn-^Puroda(:f( 
(The Animal Fat, and the Cake) in connection with the Savaniya 
offerings; and this could not be explained, if the Details in question 
belonged to all the three, or to two of the animals. Because it will bo 
i^own later on that tYie Cake-offering is meant as a purification of the 
Deity; and as a matter of fact, in the case in question, the Deity 
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that the Cake-sacrifice could purify, is the Joint A^ni and Smna (those 
connected to the Agn%shomhja)y9i>i\A not Agni alone (which iscouneoted 
with the Savanlya) is sliowii by tlie Tndi(3atiYe Force. In case 
botli (the Agmshomiya and the Savanlyn) wore equally related to the 
Details, there could be no such (Ihay as we have in accordance with the 
Siddhanta. Hence, inasmuch as we find the quoted text speaking of 
the ' Puroda(*n* we conclude that it is only by Indirect Implication 
that any accessory details can belong to the Savamya, 

Siitrn ( 27 ): Tt is no Injunction: as it serves the 
purposes of an Arthaimda. 

Objection : “ It is true that the Cake-oflering that is done for 
‘‘ the purposes of the purification of the Deity, could not apply to tlu‘ 
“ Savaniya ; but as a matter of fact, that is not the only purpose 
“ served by the Cake-offering ; as we find it spoken of as serving the 
purpose of ' covering the hole/ — in the sentence ^ Smhiro va etarhl 

' pa^uh chidrapidlianartho^ ^ pi'; and hence, even though 

‘‘ there is no Deity in connection with the Savaniya ^ yet tlie Cake-offering 
Avould be made for the purpose of Covering the hole of the Savaniya ; 
and as such there would be nothing incongruous in the fact of the 
“ Details belonging equally to both (the Savaniya and the Agnh 
shomiya)." 

It is in reply to this that wo have the present Sutra (27) ; the 
sense of which is as follows : As a matter of fact tiie Cake is not laid 
down for the purpose of ‘ covering the hole as we have already shown, 
under the Arthavdda Pdda, that all such sentences, as have the 
appearances of injunctions, and also those that appear as argumenta- 
tive in form, are mere Artliavadas. Nor, as a matter, do we find the 
Sacrifice standing in need of a 'covering of the hole’; nor do we find 
any hole covered, even after llio Cake-mcriftce has been performed. 
Hence it must be admitted that the Covering of the hole is not the 
purpose served by the Cake-offering; and as such the Indications, 
shown under the previous Sutra, remain fully established. 
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ADHIK ARANA (8). 

[The Fetching of the Branch, etc., belong to botli Milkiugti.J 

S^tra 128): Inasmuch as the two Milkings are done 
*'at different times, the mere Milk would he pre- 
^^pared without connection (with the Accessories b” 

Having shown the non -contradiction of Position, we now proceed 
to (leal with its contradiction (by Direct Declaration, etc.). 

[There are two Milkings, the Evening and the Morning) and as 
accessory derails of the Milking, we find laid down — the Fetching of 
the Branch, the bringing in of the Cows, making the Cows to yielil 
milk, the actual milking, and so forth ; and with regard to these the7’(> 
arises the question as to whether these pertain to both the Milkings, or 
to the Evening Milking only]. And on this we lia ve the following : — 

PfJRVAPAKSHA. 

“Inasmuch as the Details in question are found mentioned in 
“ connection with the Previous Day, they would pertain to the making 
” of the Curd, because of the similarity of Position, and of the Sub- 
“ context (that is to say, as it is the Milk drawn on the previous 
“ Day that is made into Curd, and as the Details too are mentioned in 
“■ connection with that Day, these latter would belong to the Evening 
"Milking only; while the mere Milk, which is used in the form of 
“ pure milk, and which is drawn in the Morning, would be prepared, 
" independently of the said Accessory details).” 

SIDDHSNTA. 

SUtra {2S): Inasmuch as both appear in the same 
Context, the Text only lays down the time (the Pre- 
vious Day) /or the details connected with both. 

When the Principal is performed in the place of the Aooessoiy 
Details, it becomes subject to the authority of (or Order) ; 

while when it is only found to be mentioned in their place, then it is 
snbject to the anthority oi Siib-Contejd. As for the Ourd*Sacri^e, wr 
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find that it is both spoken of. and performed, in connection with the 
AmSmsuS Day ; and as such the Gurd is, in all respects, equal to the 
Milk, And though it is true that, for the purpose of making the Curd, 
some of the details are done on the Previous Day,—- yet those details 
do not include the Fetching of Ike Branch and the rest enumerated 
above; as has been shown under the Sutra HI — i — 22, that ‘there 
can be no connection between tvro accessories.’ Hence it must be 
admitted that the Fetching of the Bramh^ etc., etc., that are done on the 
Previous Day, in accordance witli the Direct Injunction to that effect, 
are done as related to both Milkimj8\ and not for the sake of the Curd 
only ; and there can be nothing objectionable in tliis. 



ADHIKARAIJA (9). 

[The SMam, etc., belong to the three 8mmias.] 

Sutra ( 30 ) : Similarly the mention of the Vessels is 
eonnected with the other Savaua also. 

[Iji oolinection with the Morniiig-otferiiig of the Jyotishtarnu, we 
lind ten Vessels, the Amdravdyava, tic., mentioned ; and with regard to 
theyc we tind mentioned Huch^acces^sory details as, the Seating and the 
Gleaning, Then again, we find other Vessels mentioned in couneotiou 
with the Midday-offering, and others again in connection with the 
Evening-offering; and there arises the question as to whether the said 
details should be performed in connection with these latter Vessels also, 
or only in connection with those of the Morning-offering. And on this 
question, we have the PuxiVAPAKSHA, that — They would belong to 
those of the Morning-offering only ; as they are mentioned in their 
“ Position (or Order).*’] 

SIDDHANTA. 

Though the fact of the Accessory Details of the Vessels, and tho 
Morning-offering, being mentioned, as well as performed in the saiiie 
place, would give jiso to tlie idea that tlie case of tliese Details is not 
similar to those dealt with in the foregoing Adhikarana, yet the SnlrO: 
lays dowji that the case of these is similar to that of the former ones. 
And the reason for this is that there is one and tlie same Context, 
that of the JyoHMoma, including the Three Offerings. There can he 
no Sub-Context of the Morning-offering by itself ; as there is no result 
laid down as following from this offering. Then as for Position, it 
cannot, when contradicted by Context, serve the purpose of indicating 
the use of things. Hence it must be admitted that the Details should 
be done in connection with the Vessels of the other Savanaa also. 

The same reasoning holds regarding the fact of all the accessory 
details of the Cake being common to the Agnlshormyay and to the 
Agmya, and the rest. 



ADHIKAUANA (10). 

[The Threefoldueas of the Rope peitains to all the Ariimuls.] 

Sufnt (31): The Hope ahso (as well as its accessories! (is 
applicable to all); beeauHe of tvovds indicative of this* 

Having mentioned the Tying of the Rope round the Sacrificial 
Post, in connection with the Agnlshomtya, the Veda goes on to make the 
declaration — * Having held the Alvina Vessel, and having tied round 
the Post, etc., etc.’ — in connection with the Savantya ; and inasmuch as 
this latter is a mere repetition of the Tying, without any mention 
of fresh accessories, tlie two Tyings must be regarded as distinct actions. 
And then, it becomes nece.s8ary to have some mate?*ial for these two 
Tyhujs, Tlie Rope is the material that is universally known as tlio 
material to be used for all Tying, whether in the course of a Vedic 
Sacrifice, or in an ordinary Action of the world. And hence we come 
to tlie conclusion that it is the Rope that should be used in both cases, 
as being the only thing could serve the purpose. 

And then, there arises the question, as to, the material that the 
Rope is to be made of, and also its dLstingiiishiiig features. 

And on this question, we have the following : — 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

in the Context assumed on the strength of the Position of the 
'' Agnlshomiya, we find a special declaration to the effect that the 
“ Hope is to be made threefold, out of well beaten grass ; and these 
“ peculiarities pertain to the Tying of the Post in connection with the 
Agmshomlya, and not to that in connection with the Savantya, 
“ And hence, like the other accessories of the Animal, the said details 
of method, etc., with regard to the making of the Rope pertain to the 
“ Agnishomtya only.” 

SIDDHANTA. 

To the above we make the following reply: Because of Indi« 
cations, the said Details must be regarded as applying to all animals^ 
Because a reference to the threefoldness of in the originative 
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Injunction of the Samniya ( * tfVfta yupam parimya samntyama- 
pSkaroti*), oould not be possible, unless the details in regard to the 
making of the Rope belonged to both. 

Tlie Author then proceeds to show how those Details become 
coiuiected with the Savaniya also : The sentence above quoted (laying 
down the method of making the Rope) distinctly shows that tliesc 
methods pertain to all Ropes ; while it is the mere Position of the 
Agnlahomhja, that points to the fact of the methods applying to this 
latter alone ; and there can be no doubt as to the superior authority 
of the Sentence (and hence it must be admitted that the said methods 
belong to all the animals). 

Objection : ‘‘In accordance with what will be shown under Sutra 
“ — ' na tadvakyam hi tadarthatvdt^ (III — vii — 4), it must be admitted 
that the said details of method tend towards the accomplishment 
“ of the particular Apurm of the Agnlshomiya only (and as such they 
“ cannot belong to the other animals).” 

Reply : It is not so ; as the Rope is »iot a direct subsidiary of the 
Animal^ but that of the Post, as will be shown under Sutra — ‘ yupdhgam 
va tataanukdrdt* (IV — iv— 23) ; and hence the ISyntactical Connection 
would have to be explained in the following manner : ‘ The details in 
question belong to that by which the two Tyings would be done ' ; and 
the way in which the laying of the Post is done in connection ^vitll the 
Agmshomiya, is exactly the same in which it is done in connection 
with the Savaniya \ as the Post remains one and the same in both 
cases. Because both these Tyinjs are recognised as a means to the 
accomplishment of Apurvas \ and they oould not be taken as resem- 
bling the Dar^a-Pumamdsa grass, in connection with the Pindapitr- 
yajm. Thus then, on account of the difference from the Details 
of the said grass, the Details of the Rope should be taken as belonging 
to all the animals. 



ADHTKARA!S^\ (11). 

I The Amt^u ai^l the .Adhhhya beloiij? to the Saflaiitt, etc*.] 

Sfftrn (32): “That which is laid down at a distance is not 
“related to the other qualifying: Accessories; because of 
“non-proximity/* 

In connection with the above, we proceed to consider the question 
of the contradiction and non-contradiction of Syntactical Connection 
and Context. 

[For the Jyotishiomtt, we find laid down, at a certain distance 
(i.e. in a different context), certain Vessels in the shay)© of the Ani<;v, 
tlie Adahhya and the like. And there arises a question, as to whether, 
nr not, the (yualifying accessories, laid down in connection with the 
^^^ssels of the JyoMiiomn, should be performed in (ionnection with 
tliose Vessels. ] 

And on this question, we have the following— 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

** The qualifying access^)ries of the Vessels must be regarded as 
‘‘pertaining to those mentioned in the same Context, — notwith- 
“ standing the indications of the PosiHon ; and as such, they cainiot be 
“ regarded as pertaining to those that are not mentioned in the 
‘‘ Context (such, for instance, as the Ameu and the Addbhya), Conse- 
“ quently, the performance of the acts in connection with these Vessels, 
'' cannot be related to thp qualifieatiojis in question.” 

SIDDHANTA. 

Awfm (83) : It is related to these accessories; as they 
are laid down for the sake of the Vessels {of the 
JyoHshtoma) ; and the accessory is altvays due to 
those. 

Inasmuch as the Context does not serve the purposes of differen- 
tiation, the qualification must be regarded as pertaining to those 
Vessels thatthelp in the accomplishment of the fTranscendentaJ Result 
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of the Jyotishtoma ; and as such, being dissociated from the Vessels of 
Wine, they become confined to the Context. Consequently, even those 
Vessels, — which, though not mentioned in the same Context of the 
Jyotishtoma, are yet found to help in the accomplishment of the said 

Transcendental Result, come to be connected with the qualifications 

in question, in accordance with the previous reasoning based upon 
Syntactical Connection. And hence the the Adahhya^ and such 

other Vessels (of the Jyotishtoma, that are not mentioned in its 
(^ontoxt) must be regarded as connected with the qualifying Accessories 
(laid down in connection with the Jyotishtoma -Vessels). 

Siitra (34): (In the case of the Ualtrdvn puna) the rcsfvie-^ 
tion ‘Would be due to Syntaetteal (k>imectioii (which 
is not the case with the case in question). 

In the case of the preparation, etc., in connection with the 
Maiiraoaruna Vessel, we had the Context indicating the fact of tlu* 
accessories belonging to all the Vessels; and hence it was only right 
that we should have taken them as restricted to that particular Vessel 
only, as indicated bv the superior authority of Syntactical Connection. 
In the case in question, on the other hand, we have the Conl-exi 
indicating the fact of the details being restricted (to those Vessels alone 
that are mentioned in the J yotislitorm-Qontoyit) ; while the fact of 
their pertaining to all the Vessels is indicated by Syfitaclical Conmetion 
(and hence it is the letter conclusion that is accepted). Consequently, 
the case of the Maitravaruna cannot be cited as similar to the one 
under consideration. 



ADHTKARANA (12). 

[The Citrim and other Rrieks belong to the Fire.) 

SUfni (35): The qiialiflecitioHs (of Bricks), as pevtain-- 
iiUj to the Snerifieiffl FUu\ would belong to those also 
that are not mentioned in the smne Context: jast lihe 
the qtmlifieat Ions just dealt with. 

[In a Context other than that oC the Sacrificial Fire, we find such 
Bricks laid down as tlie * OUrim* the ‘ Vajrlm ' and the like ; but in 
the Context oi the Fire, we find mentioned such qualiiications of the 
Brich<t, as that * they should not be blade, they should be entire * and 
so forth ; and there arises the question as to whether, or not, these 
qualifications belong to those Bricks that arc not mentioned in the 
Context of the Fire. The Purva'imksha being, that- they do not 
belong to those Bricks, fiir the simple reason that they are not in close 
proximity to them,” — the SifMhanta is that, inasmuch as these 
qualifications are laid down as pertaining to the Fire, they must be 
regarded as belonging to those other Bricks also ; as these latter are 
as well connected with the Sacrificial Fire, as the Bricks that arc 
mentioned in the same Context with itj 
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ADHIK ARANA (13). 

[The ManOy Updvaharana and the rest belong to the Smna only ] 

(36): The Conditional^ not heiny equal (to the 
Nitya) would not take in all that is laid down hi 
eonnection tvlth the Nitya (obligatory); 

[In connection with the Jyolishtoniay we find the sentence ‘ Sa yadi 
Rajanymn va Vai^yam vd YdjayU, sn yadi Sovriam vihhakshayishet. 
nyagrodhaslihliirdhflya idh mmpisliya dadhani unnifjya tamasmai 
bhaksham prayacchlnnu isomam.^ Then again, in connection with the 
Jyotishtoma^ we find certain accessory details with regard to the ISoma 
— such as, its Mdtia, Updvaharana^ Ksaya, Abhisham, and so on. And 
with regard to these, there arises the question, as to whether these 
details belong equally to the Soma, and its substitute, the Phala: 
camasa, laid down in the former sentence, as to be given to the 
Kshatriya sacrifice, or to the Soma only.] 

And on this question, we have the following ; — 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

In the last two Adhikaranas, it has been shown that the Details 
‘‘ being due to the particular purpose served, belong to all ; and the 
Phalacamasa also being a substitute for the Soma as the sacrificial 
material, serves the same purpose as the Soma ; and hence the 
“ Injunction of the details of Soma must be regarded as common 
to both (the Soma as well as the Phalacamasa) ; just as the Injunction 
‘ VnMn prohshati* pertains to the Vrthi, as well as to its substitute, 
“ the Yava"\ 

SIDDHANTA. 

It is only right that the Details of the Vnhi should be done in 
regard to the Yava\ because both are equally optional alternatives; 
and as such are equally transient in their character. As for the Details 
of the Soma however, they are taken up, as necessary factors, by the 
Transcendental Result of the Jyotishtoma *, and as such, it is absolutely 
necessary that they shtuld rest iii an equally necessary an() unchanging 
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Mana, Ac., bblong to the soma only. 

Substrat©. And as a matter of fact, it is the Soma^ and not the 
phalacamdsa, that is a necessary factor in the Jyoiishtonia ; because the 
latter does not appear when the Sacrifice is performed by the Brahmana 
while as for the Somay it is present in all performances of the Jyoiish* 
tmta ; even in that by the Kshatriyay its substitute; in the shape of 
the PhcUacamasay is brought in simply for being eaten by the Sacrificer, 
and for no other purpose. If the substitution of the Phalacamasa had 
meant the total setting aside of all Soma from the Sacrifice, then» 
inasmuch as the Soma would be absent in the performances by the 
Kshairiya and the Vai^ya^ it would not be a necessary factor in the 
tlyoHsMoma ; and as such it would equal, in that respect also, the above- 
mentioned Phalacamaaa. As a matter of fact, however, we find that 
the Soma is absent only from the Cup of the Sacrificer (in the case 
of a non Brahmana-Sacrificer ) ; and it is present in all the other Cups ; 
and hence it must be regarded as a necessary factor in the Jyotiskimm] 
consequently the Details can never have an existence apart f»’om 
the Soma (and thence from the Jyotishtoma)» 

Question: If such be the case, then, how could the accessory 
“ details due to the Soma be applied to the Fhalaeamasa ? 

Answer: By reason of the latter fulfilling the functions of the 
former. 

Question : “ Is this reason — the fulfilling of Us funclions--^ome- 
thing apart from, or included in, Direct Injunction and Implication ? ” 
Some people hold it to be something wholly distinct ; but, if it 
were so, then it could not be recognised as authoritative ; consequently, 
we must regard it as included in Implication. 

Question : “ How could there be an Implication in regard to the 
“ Original Primary Sacrifice (of the Jyotishtoma itself) (as it is only 
“ with regard to the Subsidiary and Modificatory Sacrifices that 
" generally we have recourse to Iinplication.s) ? 

Answer : it is quite true that we could not have Implications in 
regard to an Original Primai’y ; but that is the case only when the 
accessories of one action are attributed, by Implication, to another 
Action ; for the simple reason that one and the same Action cannot^ 
by itself, be taken as an Original Primary, as well as a Subsidiary 
Modification. In the case in question however, w'e find that it is the 
Accessory detail of the Substance that is attributed, by Implication ; 
and it is a perceptible fact that there may be different .substances for 
the same Sacrifice (for the sake of the different castes of Sacrifices). 
And Just as it Sacrifice, standing in need of certain accessory details, 



ir)64 tantkA-vartika, aoh. la— I'AtiA vi.”~aohl (13). 

takes up these latter, from out of those belonging to another action,--- 
so, in the same manner, it could take up the Substance also. Thus 
then, the Injunction being—* One should make the Sacrificial Material 
out of the Phalacarmsay there arises the question as to haw it is to be 
done ; and the answer to this is that—* it should be done in the same 
way as the Soma ; — this answer presenting itself to our mind, by 
reason of the presence in our mind of the previously-conceived Soma, 
as also on account of .similarity ; and thus it is that the Accessory 
Details of the Soma become applied to it. 

Question ; When, in accordance with the Purvapaksha as well as 
“ the Siddhania the accessory details of the Soma come to be attributed 
to the Phalacamasaj — what would be the use of the present Adkh 
karana ? 

Answer: Even though they are so attributed, yet, just as in 
other cases, what is Directly Enjoined flnds a place in the performance 
whereby a certain definite result is sought to be obtained by means of 
a particular substance, while what is Implied does not find a place in it, 
so, in the same manner, in the case in question also. Then again, we 
could bring forward the Sutra ' Nivfttavad dravya bhedat \ hh showing- 
the use of the Adhikarana, That is to say, these accessory details of 
the/Sowia, that are based upon its Poimdmj, Measuring^ etc., and which 
are known as leading to a divstinct result (in the shape of the Apurm of 
the Jyotishtoma, could never accomplish this Result, when inhering in 
the Phalacamasa (ai\d not in the Soma). All that the Phalammasa is 
meant to accompllsli, is the mere form of the Sacrifice ; and as such, it 
could take up only such details of the Soma as are calculated to help 
ill the fulfilment of that end, and not tho,se that tend to theaccom* 
plisliiuent of the RckSuH : and hence, these latter details could not 
apply to the Phalacamasa, 

The above reasoning also shows that there is to be an Vha 
(change ill the Mantras, in the case of the Phalacamasa) : tliat is to say, 
the Context of the Action being the same, inasmuch as there is no 
Injunction wdth regard to any Substame in general, there could always 
be substitution of the substance actually employed ; and as such the 
word * Soma* is changed into other words (‘ Phalacamasa* and the like), 
because of the incapability of the word ‘ Soma * (being used in connection 
with a Sacrifice at which the Substance employed is Phalammasa, and 



ADHIKARANA (14). 


[The accessory details of the Principal ai-o to be employed in the 
case of tlie Substitutes also.] 

Sutra (37): Similar is the ease leith the Sahstitutey 

[The Veda Lays down certain substitutes for sacrificial materials ; 
f.i. the Ntvara as a substitute for the Vnhiy in case this latiei* be stolen 
(and no other alternative substance such as the Yava be available) ; and 
with regard to these there arises the question as to whether these 
substitutes are equally related to all the accessories laid down in 
connection with the original substance, or not.] 

And on this question, we have the following - 

PUBVAPAKSHA. 

What has boe\i said in the foregoing AdMIcarami applies to the 
‘‘ present case also (i.e. Just as the accessories of tbc' Necessary do not 
“ belong to the Conditionut, so also those of th(' origiml substance 
“ do not belong to the Huf)sUtvie).^' 

ST I) I )H ANT A. 

Siitra (38): It is not so: the Substitute woaid he tike the 
Original, as it serves exaetlf/ the same imrpose. 

If the Nivara had helpetl in the Action, by itvS own inherent cape- 
bility, then it could be connc^cted with the iUH^essorics, only on fice<>unt 
of its fulfilling certain functions of the Original snbsianc^* (and as .such 
it could not be equally related to all the accessories of the original, ns 
wo have found in the case of the Phalaoamnm and llur Soma). As a 
matter of fact however, we have no authority foi’ taking the Nimra as 
a direct auxiliary to the Actioti as the substance ihat is laid down 
as such an auxiliary is the Vrtfii ; and people takt* up tin* Nivara, only 
when no FnA^(or its enjoined alternative, Yam) is available ; and that 
loo, because ot the presence, in the Nivara, o.f certain propfnties 
that belong to the Vnhi, and which propt^rties are what the perfornier 
anxious t« get hold of (in the absmice of the^^xact ¥r%hi) ; and it is 
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only a« the inevitable oonoomitant (a substrate) of those properties 
that he is led to take up the species of corn, called ‘ Nlvara* — which 
latter is not taken up as a Direct Auxiliary, to the Sacrifice. The said 
accessory properties of the Fnfcfare enjoined directly ; and hence the 
N%vara must be regarded as equally related to these ; specially as we 
shall show later on that we do not cease to have the idea of ‘ Vrihl ■ 
with regard to the Nlvara, under the Sutra ‘ safndnyankic^^ill^rahd hi ’ 
(VI — iii — 27). It is with a view to all this that we have the declaration 
in the Svira, that the Nivdra would be like the original Vnhi. 

SUtva (39): Also because of its not belnf/ laid down 
6// a Scriptural Injunction. 

Some people take the Sutra to mean that the substitute, not being 
enjoined by the Veda, is brought in, only through its similarity to the* 
substance that is enjoine<l ; and hence too, it cannot be spoken oi as 
fulfilling certain functions of the Original. 

But as a matter of fact, the substitute is not altogether devoid of 
scriptui'al authority ; because it is actually laid down for the supplying 
of the deficiency in the Original (caused by theft, etc.). If it 

were wholly devoid of scriptural authority, it could never be taken up ; 
nor would its abandonment cause any discrepancy in the Sacrifice (even 
though the Original may have been stolen or otherwise spoilt). 

For these reasons, we must explain the Sutra in the following 
manner : Inasmuch as the species ‘ Nivdra ' is not laid down in anv 
Scriptural Injunction, it cannot be regarded as fulfilling the functions 
of the Vr%hi \ while as for the Accessory details of the Vrthi, we find 
that it is impossible for all of these to be brought in their complete- 
ness, as laid down by the Injunction of the Principal ; and hence only 
a portion of them has been brought in, as resting in the Nlvdraa, through 
the Injunction of the Vnhi ; but this is done simply because there was 
no other purpose to serve, and not because they fulfil the functions of 
the VrVii. 



ADHIKARAlSfA (16). 


[Even in regard to those i^vhstitules that are directly laid down, 
the qualifying accessories of the Original should be applied.] 

Sutra ( 40 ) : The deelaration of the Accessory is meant 
to preclude the briny iny in of other substances as 
substitiites. 

[We have the sentence — If Soma be not available, one should 
pound the Putika * ; and with regard to this there arises the question 
as to whether, or not, the <letails laid down in connection with the 
Original Soma, are to be applied to its substituie, Pufika.] 

And on this question, we have the following— 

PUBVAPAKSHA. 

“If by the mere fact of the Nivara not being enjoined by 
‘‘ scriptural texts, it cannot be regarded as fulfilling the functions (of 
“ the Vrihi), — then, as regards the Putika, inasmuch as it is found to 
“ be directly enjoined, and as it is not a constant concomitant of the 
“ Sacrifice (being laid down as to be employed only under certain 
“ conditions),— it must be regarded as fulfilling certain functions of the 
“ Sofna, Just like the Phalucamasa (and as such, according to 
Adhikarana 13, the accessory details of the Soma could not be 
“ applied to it) ’’ 

SIDDHANTA. 

If the text had pointed out the Putika as the means of accomplish- 
ing the Sacrifice, then, we could take it as fulfilling certain functions of 
the Soma ; as a matter of fact however, such is not the case. 

Ihat is to say, the text lays down the Putika as the substance to 
be empldyed, in case the Soma got for the sacrifice should be stolen or 
spoilt; and it does not lay it down as actually helping in the per- 
forniance of the Sacrifice. Consequently this serves the purpose of 
Emitting the choice of substitutes, — the sense being that ‘if all the 
propei^ties of the Sotka cannot be obtained, and it be necessary to 
bnn^ ip ev^ a portion of those, we should oalHn thow that are found 
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to exist in the Putika ’ ; as will be explained later on, under the Sutras 
‘ Niyamarthdh kvacid vidhik ’ (VI — iii — 16), ‘ TannityantaccikirsM hi ’ 
(VI-^iii^l7)‘ 

For these reasons, the species of ‘ Piitika * cannot be regarded as 
subsidiary to the Sacrifice it being brought in simply as the su])strate 
of the properties of the Som.a. Consequently, even though it is directly 
laid down, its ease Jiuist i)p regarded as similar to that dealt witli in th^. 
foregoing Adhikarayia, 

Consequently the purpose served by this Adhikarana is the same 
as that by the previous ojie ; hence, inasmuch as the r\otion of 
Soma is not wholly absent frojn the said substrate of its properties 
(i.e. the Pullka)^ even those who would desire certain results as follow 
ing from the particular ac(*c.ssorv su])stance (Soma) could take up (in its 
absence) the Pullka also. 

Others hold as follows ; The said desire for results is dependaiii 
‘‘ upon alJ ihe individual 'properties of the particular a.(a?ossorv (Soma ) ; 

and as such people could not take up the Puilka, which does nol 
“ contain all those properties. Inasmuch as it is absolutely necessary 
** to begin the performance of a necessary action,-— and as it is equally 
necessary to finish what has bceji begun.— it is quite possible, in Urn 
“ case of a necessary action j to speak of it as duly completed, even though 
‘‘it may be wanting in certain small details. In the case of th® 
“ Kdmya Action, on the other hand, inasmuch as it is never begun witli 
“ a substance that is only laid down as a substitute for the original 
“ substance, it <;ould not be spoken of as complete, unless all the 
“ properties of the original substance were present. And for this reason, 
“ it must be admitted that the Putika can never be employed by 
“ persons desiring certain results to follow from the use of Soma,” 

As a matter of fact, however, when have begun the performance 
of an action with a certain definite substance calculated to lead to the 
desired result, — if that Substance should become stolen, or otherwise 
destroyed, — we do employ a substitute wlxicb is laid down only for 
such contingencies. Thus then, inasmuch as it would be necessary to 
finish the Sacrifice (that has been begun), it would be completed all the 
same, whether the remaining portion of it be done with a substitute 
or a modification of the Original substance. And the present Adhi- 
karana also serves the purpose of showing whether there is to be an 
Uha (modification in the Mantra) or not (in cases where we employ 
the substitute). [That is to say, if the Putika were regarded as a 
substance wholly distinct from then there would be an tJha,-^ 
while if it were not so regarded, then there could be no Vha*] 



ADHIKARANA (Ifi). 

♦ 

[The Accessories of the Dtkshamya, belong to the A(fni!^hiortia.] 

Sutva ( 41 ): ** The SamHthJtH (TerminnseH of the Jyotlsh- 
^^toma) are all equally related {to the enjoined 
accessories) : as all of them occur hi the same 
Context.^^ 

The Jyoli^hioma luia been held to coiisis?! of tour Tcrmmn^e.f^, made 
up of several repititions of the nuiny oiferings of Vesnels and (hips ; 
and over all these Tornunuses pervades the fharacter of the Jyot>s}u 
toma. Just as whether he be .sitting, or walking or sleeping, Devadatta 
all along remains * DlvadaUa' ; so, in the same manner, the disappear- 
ance of one Terminus, and the appearance of onother does not make 
any difference in the applicability of the name ‘ JyoHshloma,* As for 
the Terminuses themselves, they are incompatible with one another; 
but the character of the * Jyothhioma * is compatible with evei'y one 
of them. This Jyotiskloma has been laid down as to be performed 
for the acquiring of a certain desirable result, -in the sentence one 
should perform the Jyotishtoma Sacrifice for the acquiring of Heaven.’ 
Similarly, the Terminuses, the Uklhya and the rest, also arc laid down 
with reference to distinct results, — in such sentences as ‘ one desiring 
cattle should get hold of the Ukihya,^ and so forth. 

With reference to such a JyoiiMoma, tlie Veda Jays down such 
accessory details as the Dtkshamya and tJje rest. .A.nd witli regard to 
these details, there arises the question as to whether these have been 
laid down with reference to the Jyoliahloma as constituted by all the 
Terminuses, or only to that consisting of the dgrn?-5f//ioma Terminus only. 
‘■This propounding of the question is not quite proper. Because 
at the time that the Details are laid down with reference to the 
JyoUahtqjnai it IB spoken of as qualified by any of the Termi- 
“ uuses. JSven if some such qualifications were mentioned, no signifi- 
‘^ canCi pould be attached to them, as they would be qualifications of the 
subject of 0? proposition (i.c. that with reference to which something 
'Ms iidd down)/ could the fact of the T<Srminuses, the 
‘‘ ahd/the up an accessory Justify our speaking of the 

■ . ■■ ■ • ' ■■■■ 
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JyoiisKoma itself taking up that accessory. Because these Termi- 
** nuses also lead to distinct results of their own, and as such every cue 
** of them would have its own procedure wholly to itself ; and as for the 

JyoiisUoma, it could only serve as the substrate of all these, and as 
“ such would occupy only a secondary position ; and as such it could 
‘'not be recognised as capable of taking up any accessories. Then 
“ again, inasmuch as the sentences — ‘one should perform the JyotisJh 
for the acquiring of Heaven ’ points to the fact of all thcdeiailfi 
“ of the Jyotishtoma being equally related to all the Terminu.ses, any 
“ specification of the ‘ Aqnisliioma 07 ily * would be absolutely meaning- 
“ less.” 

In view of these arguments, we must put forward the quesiion in 
the following words : Are the Details laid down meant for the Jyoiish- 
(mia only, or for the Ukthja and other Terminuses also ? The Bhmhja 
also may be thus explained as really putting forward the question in 
this same form. 

Though the Details are taken up by the Terminuses, yet inasmuch 
as these themselves have not the chara(‘ter of action, it is the Jyotish 
tonia which, serving as their substrate, becomes the .means by whicli 
they take up the details ; and it is with a view to this fact that the 
Bhashya says : ‘ Ktm sarvasamstham JyoUshiomam prakftya — the sense 
of the question being whether the Details are laid down with reference 
to that which serves as the means and leads to a desirable result (i.e. 
the Jyotishioma), or to that which simply leads to a desirable result 
fi.e. the Terminus). When the details are laid down for the Jyotish- 
toma only, then it comes to belong to its particular terminus of the 
Agnishtoma, which is the one Terminus peculiar to it, and which is the 
only one of the Terminuses that remains behind ; and it is for this 
reason that the name * Jyotishtoma* is applied to that Sacrifice as 
resting in the Agnishtoma Terminus. In the case of the Ukthya and 
the other Terminuses, though they have the capability of taking up 
the Jyotishtoma, yet this capability is not clearly indicated, as to 
whether the Details taken up by the Vkihya, etc., belong to, the Jyo- 
tishtoma, through the fact of this latter serving as the means of the 
former, or only through its own capability of bringing about the desired 
result. As for the Agnishtoma Terminus, how^ever, it is the one par- 
ticular subsidiary that specially belongs to the Jyotishtoma ; and hence 
the fact of the Agnishtoma taking up the Details can be spoken of as 
the jyotishtoma itself taking them. Consequently the patting forward 
of the question in the Uhashya cannot be said to be altogether improper. 

Inasmuch as the fact of the Accessory belonging in common to all 
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the T^nnt'fiuses is admitted by both parties, — the Purvapcikshi holding 
them to belong, by Direct Injunction, while the SidUhanli holds that 
they belong, by Implication, to the Ukthya^ etc., while to the Agnish* 
torna alone they belong by Direct Injunction, — the question speaks 
of ‘ Direct Injunction * (as the difference of opinion is with regard to 
this alone). 

On the question above stated, we have the following— 
PURVAPAKSHA. 

The Details are laid down as belonging, in common, to the 
Jijotishtoma and to the Terminuses; because all of them belong to 
‘‘ the same Context. The Jyoiiahioma leading to a distinct desirable 
*• result, there arises, with regard to this, a desire to know its procedure ; 

and hence it takes up, in its procedure, the Details, on account of 
“ their being laid down in close proximity to it,— and not because of 
“ the fact of its being Jijotishtoma, And inasmuch as this proximity 
“ is found to apply equally to the case of the Terminuses also, they 
must be regarded as equally related to the Details in question. 
And as it is only when there is no trace of Direct Injunction that 
“ we have recourse to Implication, we must regard these Details as 
* applying to all the Terminuses by Direct Injunction. 

SUtvii ( 42 ) : ** A lso beeause all of them are spoken of 

as equaL'^ 

1. The Vedic text, laying down the Disposal of the Konmant of 
“Butter, distinctly indicates the fact of all Terminuses and the 
Sacrifice (Jyotivshtoma) as equally related to the Context. For 
“ instance, we have such sentences as — ' Yadyagnishtomo juholi ; 
“ yadi Ukthyah, ienaiva (;,^sMna paridhimanakll : yndi Aiiratrah^ Uadlva 
'' Homiyajuryamagnc prtau martyam ill japan havirdhanam praiipa- 

■ dytla* All these specifications with regard to the said Disposal 
‘‘ distinctly shows that all Injunctions of accessories pertain equally to 
“ Jyotishtoma and its Terminuses.” 

‘"This however looks like an Inference from Analogy, and as such 

■ not quite admissible. If, through Syntactical ( ■onnection, something 

“laid down in the Context (of tho Jyofhhlomu), bo takc^n as related 
“ to the Terminuses, — then, can there be a connection with a relation- 
“ ship that is wholly unconnected? We have seen, on a former 
“occasion that the mere fact of the Dvdda{aha being related to the 
“ dk\ not lead us to take the details iw connection with the 
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“ Remnants, as belonging (being subservient) to the 4 Ami ; specially 
“as the force of all declarations is spent up over what is directly 
“ expressed by the words. 

“Hence, we have recourse to the following explanation: If that, 

“ which is laid down in regard to the Jyotishtoma in general, belonged 
“ to its one particular Terminus of the Agnishtoma only,— then in that 
“case, the Disposals laid down would have been recognised as subsi- 
“ diary to the Agnishtoma, even if this latter were not mentioned 
“ specially. As a matter of fact however, we find this also mentioned 
“ (just in the same way as the other Terminuses) ; and this leads us to 
“ the conclusion that the accessories (such as the Disposals spoken of. 
“are not laid down with specific reference to the Agnishtoma only) 

“ And this (specific mention) would not be possible, if the Context 
“ belonged equally to all the Terminuses. If however, the Context be 
** taken as belonging to the Jyotishioma only^ then there would be no 
“ sense in the re-mention (of the Agnishtoma, in the sentence laying 
“ down the Disposals) [as ‘ Jyoiishioma* has been spoken of as synony- 
“ mous with * Agnishtoma ']. While if the Context belonged, in coni- 
“ mon, to the UkOiya and the other Terminuses,— then it would bp 
“ only right to speak of the Disposal with regard to each of them, 
“with a conditional 'if ; on the other hand, if the Context did not 
“belong to these Terminuses, then, even without the word the 
“ relationship of every one of them (with the particular Disposals) 
“ would be readily recognisable ; just as in the ease of the sentence 
“ DvadaQahinasya\ With regard to details laid down in the Context 
“ of the Jyotishtoma, sve could not have such conditional declarations 
‘'as that "yadi Jyoiishtomah, oioJ \ As such conditional declarations 
“are possible only when there are several things available at hand 
“ (equally connectible with the Details in question). For this reason 
“ also, we must regard the Context as belonging equally to all the 
“ Terminuses. 

“ 11. ^There is yet another sentence indicative of the same oonclu- 
“sion: * Agneyamajamagnishioma dlabhlla, Aindragmmukthyl dvitv 
yam, Aindram Yrishnim sho^gini tf'tiyam,* This mention of the 
“ ‘ second ’ and ' third* is explicable only when all the Terminuses are 
“ equally related to all the enjoined accessories, as it is only in that 
“ case, that all the details directly spoken of in the previous part of 
“ context would be connected with all the Terminuses mentioned in 
“ the latter part ; otherwise if the Terminuses were regarded as second- 
“ Ary modifications, t^jen, ini^^ there would be only one such 

“ detail (/Ae Aindragna fX) laid down in connection with one Ternitnu^^ 
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the Uiethya), it would bar the applicabiiicy, to the same 
Terminus, of all the other details, the Agniya LI; and hence there 
“ would be only one such Detail with each Terminus. [While, in 
accordance with the sentence just quoted, we should have the 
“ Agniya goat only at the Ag7ii8hfo7na, the Ag7ieya as well as the 
Aindragna go&i, as the second, at the Uktkya, and these two, together 
“ with the Amdra Vrish7ii as the third, at the Shoda^i], 

Objection : ‘ Even though these Details (of the goat) are directly 
“mentioned (in connection with all the Terminuses), yet, inasmuch as 
“one Terminus could not be present in the other, the Detail laid 
“down in connection with the previous Terminus could not enter into 
“ the other. Because what is called 'Agnishtoma * is that sacrifice which 
“ends with the Agmshtoma-Hiitmi, and not that which merely contains 
“ that Hymn ; and similarly that which ends with the Ukthya Hymn 
could never be finished at the previous Terminus ; and hence, in that 
“case, we could not justify the use of the words ' second ' and ‘ third,’ 
“ in accordance with any theory (either the Purvapaksha or the 
“ Siddhdnia).* 

“ Reply : True, it would have been equally inexplicable for both 
“ of us if the Goats had been specialised by the Terminuses only. As a 
“ matter of fact however, they are based upon the presence of parti- 
** cular Hymns ; and as such it is quite possible for the details to be 
“ taken together. It is this what the Bhdshija declares as a wclbestab- 
lished fact, in the sentence * Dve hi Mra nimiite, Agnishtamastotrafn 
Ukthijastotranca'. 

“ Question : * When all the words, Agnishloma, Ukthya and ^hoda^, 
“ are equally spoken of as applying to the Terminuses as well as to the 
“ Hymns, — how is it that you liold the particular goats to be prompted 
“ by the Hymns, and not by the Terminuses ? As a matter of fact, we 
*‘find that it is the Terminuses that, as serving the useful purpose of 
'‘bringing about distinct results, are more readily capable of being 
“ taken as the prompting causes of the goais.^ 

“ To this question, some people make the following reply : 
“ (1) Even though the words are common (to the H^jmnm well as 
“ to the Terminus), yet, it is with a view to a more extensive scope of 
" the scriptural text, that wc take them as specified by the Hymns, 

“ (i) Or, the words are applicable to the Terminuses as qualified 
“ by the particular Hymns; and hence so long ^xs wo can take the 
“animals as prompted by the previously-cognized qualifications 
“ (Hymns), , we cannot rightly take it to be due to the subsoquently- 
“ ebgnized Terminus/ 
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(3) Or, in accordance with the Akfiyadhikarana (I-r-iii-^30 et. aeq,)^ 
“the words denote the Hymns directly, while the Terminuses, they only 
“indicate indirectly r and it is only when the acceptance of the directly 
“ denoted is incompatible, that we can have recourse to what isindirect- 
“ ly indicated. And the Hymn also can be taken, through the presence 
“of the Locative affix (in the sentence ' agnishtoml alahhUa^), as the 
“prompting cause. Even though the Hymns may not bring about 
“ distinct results, yet, on the sole strength of Direct Declaration, wc 
“ could, quite reasonably, accept them as prmnpting causes , — just ais 
“in the case of the 'breaking' (in the sentence ' hhinne jnhoiV). 

“(4) Or, lastly, we accept the Hymns as the prompting cause, in 
‘‘accordance with the J^utra'sandigdheshu vdkya<^Uhdt ' (I — iv — 29): Even 
“ though the Terminuses from the Principal Denotation (of the words 
“ ‘ Agnishtoma, * etc.), yet we accept the Hymns as the prompting 
“cauKse, through indirect interpretation, based upon the Vakyaceslw 
“ (i.e. subsequent sentences bearing upon the subject). That is to say. 
“in continuation of the sentence , ' dgn^ainajamagnishioma dlabheta * we 
“ find the words ‘ AgnPyo hyaginshiamah and the meaning of this is 
“ that the Agniya goat is to be employed at that Agnisliioma which is 
“ Agniya (that which belongs to the Deity of Agni) ; and then we find that 
“ it is the Hymn, and not the Terminus, which belongs to the Deity o 
■ * Agni, which is the Deity to whom the Hymn is addressed. As for the 
“ Terminus, it consists of the cessation of operations ; and as such it is a 
“ negative entity ; consequently it could not be required by the Deity. 
“ Then again, as for the Deities appearing in connection with the various 
“ repititions of the Sacrifices, those also pertain to the Hymn, and not to 
“the Terminus. Nor could the Repitition itself bo taken a>'. the 
“ ^ Terminus because ivhat is signified by the root ' san’^stM ’ is the 
“ slate of indifference that follows after the completion of an Action. 
“ Nor could one thing (the Terminus) be spoken of as connected wiMi 
“ the Deity of another (the Hymn). 

“ The same may be said with regard to the Vkihya and the 
“In fact by certain sentences, such as * Aindrdgndni V kihyani ' \i 
“ clear that these refer to Hymns, and not to the Terminuses, because 
“ these latter are never spoken of as ‘ Vkthyani . 

“ Thus then the specification of the Goats being due to tlu' 
“ Hymns, it is only right that they should be omploycd together. 

^' Objection \ * Even if we reganl the Vkihya, etc., as more secojid 
“ary modifications, inasmuch as the sacrifices of the animals (the 
** Agniya goal, etc.) lea^ to invisible (transcendental results), they could 
“ never be performed in the place of one another ; and hence it would 
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“ be only natural for all the animals to be employed together. Because, 
“ it is not necessary that a Direct Declaration should always set aside 
‘‘ that Declaration whose existence can only bo a matter of Inference ; 
as a matter of fact, there can be such a rejection only when there is a 
contradiction between these, and a contradiction is possible only 
“ when (both the Declarations, Direct and Inferential) pertain to one and 
the same subject. That is to say, if the mere fact of one Declaration 
” being directly mentioned in the Veda were the solo reason for tlie 
setting aside of all other declarations bearing upon the question, there 
would be nothing that would not be set aside, — no matter \vhetber it 
pertain to the same Sacrifice or to others, whether it bring about 
“ vi.sible or invisible results, and whether it ooenr in the same process 
or not And certainly this is very far from desirable; and hence 
• the joint employment of all the goats is quite compatible with both 
theories — as will be explained under the Sufm ‘ Pmkriilihgammyogal ' 
“ (X — iv — 1), as also under the Snlra ' Praja fMyeshucmnrim (X — 

' ‘ iv — fi), w'here it will be shown that those that arc not incompatible with 
“ one another can be taken conjointly.’ 

“ To the above, the following reply is made : Wo have, in the 
'' mtm ' Savanlya* a word indicating the connection of these with 
“ the Original Primary, all these (several Goats) being spoken of by 
“ means of the word ‘ Savamya. ’ And hence, through this common 
all of them come to be regarded as performing the same 
function. And as such there is a distinct contradiction, which tends 
‘ ‘ to one being set aside by the other. 

** OhjtJCiion : ‘ If such be the case, then, even in a case where certain 
things are equally related to a number of enjoined details, there 
“ would be a possibility of the setting aside of the General by the 
''Particular because the Animals spoken of first, being recognised as 
“ having a more extensive scope, come to be taken as general^ while those 
“ spoken of later on, being more limited in their scope, are taken as 
“ particular ; and certainly the general, which is more extensive in its 
“ scope, is always set aside by the Particular, wdiose scope is limited.’ 

*'To this some people make the following reply : It is only the last 
*' of all which, having no scope at all and thus being the most particular 
“ of all, would set aside all the rest ; and the middle one could not have 
“ any siich rejective potency. Because oven though their scopes may 
“ vary j their authority and means of cognition remains the same. For 
''instance, the Agneya goat, being employed at the four Terminuses, 
ie * common V (or general); and so is the also, which 

“ belongs to three Terminuses. And the^ effort necessary for getting 
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•‘ at the former is just, the same as that for gebtiag at the latter. As 
“ for the Ewe (the last of the animals inentioaed), however, it does not 
“ matter even if it be due wholly to the Terminus itself ; because there 
“is no other Terminus of the beyond that (at which the 

Ewe is employed) ; and a.s such, there could be no rejection of this 
“ last one. 

“This explanation however is scarcely admissible. For even 
“ though there be no rejection, yet it could be taken only as an option- 
“ al alternative ; because we do not find any case where two things, 
“ serving exactly the same purpose, are both employed at one and the 
“ same time (according to the law ‘ Tulyarthammvikalpaf/). And thus 
“ you have a most undesirable Noose, as it were, on each aide of yourself. 

That is to say, if, for the sake of their being taken together; jmu admit 
“ of even the slightest difference in their functions, then this conjoinl 
“ appearance would be quite possible, even in accordance with the 
“ theory that the Terminuses are mere modifications of the Jyotishtoim ; 
“ and then, if, for the sake of showing that in this latter case, there is 
“ a rejection of the one by the other, you admit the functions of the 
“two to be exactly the same, then, even in accordance with the 
“ theory that all the Terminuses are equally related to the enjoined 
“ details, there could be no conjoint employment at all ; just as in the 
“ case of the Vrlhi and the Yava ; nor would the declaration of conjoint 
“ employment support the Purvapaksha only ; the Siddhantl also 
“ will speak of it — in SUira 45,— only on the strength of an Indica- 
“ tive Force, which he puts forward as Direct Declaration, simply 
“ because there is no other way for it. 

“ Hence, it becomes absolutely necessary for us to indicate some 
“ such point of difference as would show the Purvapaksha, and 
“ not the SiddhSnia theory to be supported by the said ‘Declaration.’ 
“And this point of difference is as follows: In accordance with the 
Purvapaksha, all the Animals would be equally present in all the 
“subsidiaries; and the mere name (‘/Sava7%a') could not preclude 
“ them, as they would have been brought in by reason of that fact. 
“ That is to say, all the Animals would be liable to be employed at all 
“ the Terminuses ; and hence, the absence, in the previous Terminuses, 
“ of the Animals mentioned subsequently, would be due to the simple 
“fact of there being no cause for their presence at these; but the 
“ previously mentioned Animals would certainly be employed at the 
subsequently mentioned Terminuses ; as there would be a dir^t cause 
“ for this ; specially as^ this is distinctly indicated by Syntactical Con- 
“ nfotipn. And then, the quiption being as to^-^{l) wbuther eboujd 
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take all of them to be S3mtactically connecbetl; by llie mme (^samntya*) 
and then take them either as setting aside one another, or as optional 
• alternatives, or (2) in view of the fact of all of them being employed 
conjointly, as indicated by Syntactical Connection, we should take 
“every one of them as serving distinct functions.-- we cannot but 
“ conclude, on the strength of Syntactical Connection, that they should 
“ be all employed together. Ju.st as, in the case of the Prayajas and 
“ the AnuyajaSf even though they have a single name, yet, on the 
“ strength of Syntactical Connection, they are taken as having distinct 
functions, and as such, to be emplo^-ed conjointly. 

In accordance with the HiddMnia theory, oji the other hand, 
“ they would have to be taken as having the same function, in accord- 
“ ance with the indication of their comm‘m A-f/mc ; while by Implica- 
‘‘ tion, they would have distinct functions, and as such they would be 
“ employed conjointly ; but, inasmuch as the N'anie, forming part of 
the Direct Injunction, would be endowed with superior authority, 
it would be necessary for us to take all of them as serving the same 
“ function ; and then, there being a contradiction amongst them, they 
“ would set aside one another. As a matter of fact, every modification 
“ (as the Siddlianti regards the Terminuses to be) stands in need of some 
“ words indicative of its Original Primary ; and hence the animals could 
be taken as serving the functions of one another. In the case of the 
Purvapakaha however, every one of them being equally related to the 
“ Injunction, there can be no presence of words indicative of any 
Original Primary ; and hence, in this case, there is nothing that could 
** lead us to take the Animals as serving the functions of one another. 

“ Some people explain the point of difference between the two 
“ theories, in the following manner : In accordance with the Purvapak- 
sha, we regard the actions to be distinct, on account of their being 
“related to such Deities and Substances as are independent of one 
another ; while in accordance with the Siddhania, what is done by the 
“ sentences is merely the laying down of certain accessories, with 
“ reference to the sacrifice pointed out by Implication ; and hence there 
“ would be only one sacrifice, and no second, or third. 

“ But, though this Injunction of Accessories may be possible, in 
the case of th.e ^indrdgna Animal, yet, it could not be possible in the 
“ case of the Aindra Sarasmti ; a.^ the Injunction of several Substances 
“ and Deities would involve a syntactical split ; and hence in this case, 
the Actions could not but be regarded as distinct. ’ 

'‘ For tljis reason, we offer the following explanation : The 
“ q[U^ti6h being as to-^^(l) whether the di.stinct action laid down should 

198 
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“ be regarded as leading to a distinct Apurmy or (2) only as helping in 
“ the accomplishment of the Apmrm of the original Sacrifice, — 

“ we are led to the conclusion that, inasmuch as the only use of the 
“ Action possible is that with reference to the previously -ascertained 
“ Apurva, it is not proper to assume another Apurva, and then to take 
“ the Action as bringing about this latter. Similarly, in the case of 
“ the Ap^rva of the Suvamya^ the liability of whose performance is shown 
“ by Implication, — at the time that it would be seeking for the means to 
“ its accomplishment, it could not abandon the directly-enjoined 8am- 
** mya, and take to an altogether different Savantya; ekH in all cases, 
“ a new factor is admissible, only when the original is found to be 
“ absolutely inadmissible. As for the operation contained in the 
“ Sacrifice, it has its relationship definitely ascertained by means of the 
“ Original Apurva ; and as such, it cannot be taken as related to any 
^ ^ Apurva. 

Question: ‘How could the other Savamya, not having its 
potency definitely ascertained, help in the accomplishment of the 
“ Original Apurva V 

Answer : Exactly in the same manner as in the case of the 
“ Purvapaksha, the other Apurva leads to the operation of the Sacrifice. 

“ Question: ‘ What then would be the difference between the two 
“ theories V 

Answer : When the Sacrificial Operation stands in need of 
“ ApurvaSy then, in that case, the Apurva of the Modificatory 
“is not duly recognised; and hence the said operation could fall 
“ in with this Apmrva, When, however, it is the Apurva that stands 
‘‘in need of the Action (Sacrificial Operation), then, inasmuch as we 
“ obtain the idea of a distinct Action, connected with the word * Sava- 
''mya\ which is indicative of the Original Primary, — it rejects the 
“ Original Action. As regards the Original Sacrifice, there are opportun- 
“ ities, in it, for assuming distinct Apurvas ; and hence we assume four 
“ distinct Apurvas as following in the wake of the four Savamyas that 
“ are laid down. And among these it is not distinguishable, which of 
“ them is assumed before the other, and which, for this reason, could 
“ be related to another means (Action). Specially as, at the time that 
“ we are looking into the Actions, what we are coi||pisant of are the 
“mere forms of the Actions themselves; and siihiiltoneoudy^ w 
“these comes the assumption of the oorrespondmg | and 

“thus also no differentiation is possible. In the case of the 
“ fcoiyever, it is distrnotly recognised that it is the Or^nal Apfirm 
^at is the first to be assumed ; and hence it being ahsoliitefy neces- 



AOCKSSOBIJSS OF DlKvSANlYA HliLONO TO .» YOTI.'^TOMA 1679 

“ sary to abandon some one of the Actions, it is the Original Action 
“ that is found capable of being abandoned ; and hence, in this case, 
“ we would have the rejection of this Original Action. 

Objection : ‘ In accordance with the Siddhanta also, we find that 
“ the subsequent Terminuses are mere modifications of the Atjnishloma 
“ Terminus,— and not that they are modifications of one another ; and 
“as such it is only the Agniya goat (connected with the AanishiOTna) 
“that would be set aside by the others; and hence, in regard to all 
“ of them, what should have been asserted is that— no second could be 
'' perceived \ and hence, wherefore should it have been declared that 
no third is perceptible A ’ 

Reply : This objection does not affect the case ; because if what 
“ ihoBhaehya meant to declare were the non^perceptionol mutual rejection^ 
“ in the case of the Aindrdgna and other Animals, laid down with 
“ regard to other Actions, —then such a declaration would be wholly 
“ groundless (as there is no rejection of the subsequently mentioned ani- 
“mals), As a matter of fact, however, it speaks of a mere ‘non- 
“ perception’ ; and this is quite applicable to all the three animals, 
“as the first, the Agniya, is actually rejected, while as for the 
“middle ones (The Aindragna and the Aindra Vrishni), there is no 
“ possibility of the presence of these (and so there would bo non- 
^' perception of all the three). And thus too, the Agneya would 
“ be rejected ; and this is what is meant by the declaration— 

“ pUrmh parina, etc' 

‘‘For these reasons, it must be admitted that all the Terminus- 
“ es are equally related to the enjoined Accessory Details.” 

SIDDHANTA. 

Sutra (43): The Teraiinums are mere modifications 
(of the Jyotishtoma) ; because, betny spoken of hi 
connection ivlth distinct desirable results, they are 
equal to the Nltya, 

The Vktlhya and the other Samsthds, being so many particular 
T^erminuses, being laid down as leading to distinct desirable results, 
st^nd in need of a substrate with an end; and as such they enter 
into the Original JyoUshiomo,, by inodif^uug its inherent Tenninus 
of the Agnishfoma ; and it is for this reason that they are spoken of as 
its ‘ Modifications.’ 

Objection : “ It as it is only when the Uktliya, etc., have become 
“ endowed with the character of Terminuses, that tl^ey stand in need of 
“ something with g^n end. As a matter of fact, \vc find that, they have 
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no such character of ‘ Terminus/ before they have been connected 
“ with the Jyotishlorm ; as the word ‘ Terminus ' stands in need of a 
“ beginning and a middle. Then, if that Connection with the ‘‘ Jyoiish- 
toma be the first to be established, then, in that case, they would, 

“ from the very beginning, come to be recognised as being subordinate 
“ to the Sacrifice ; and as such they would have no connection with 
any result desired by man ; and as this would constitute an equality 
“ with the Nitya (* sa nityasya samatvat*) they would cease to be known 
'‘as ‘modifications/ Then again, the Holding, etc. (of the Vessels), 

“ being distinctly laid down with reference to a distinct Result, how 
“ could we recognise any connection between the Terminuses and a 
“ desirable Result ? 

I. To this some people make the following reply : Even if there 

be a connection of the Holding, etc., with the Result, the present 
Adhikarana would be quite explicable and reasonable ; as the question, 
in that case, would be as to the Injunction of Details being for the 
sake of the Jyoiishtoma or for that of the Holding, etc. And as 
for the word ‘Terminus* Samsthd*), inasmuch as these Holdings, 
etc , are laid down at the end, they have a distinct relationship with an 
end; and as such, the name ‘ Samsthd ’ (Terminus *) can very well apply 
to them. That is to say, we have the Injunction of these, in the passage 
* One desiring Cattle should hold the Vkthya ; one who desires power 
and virility should hymn by means of the Shodaqi, wherein 

we find one action (Hymning f.i.) laid down as appearing at the end of 
the previous Action (the Holding) ; and as such these Actions come 
to be spoken of as other ‘ Terminuses.* 

II. Other people offer the following explanation : In the case in 
question, the Holding, etc., are such as are already known to be perform- 
able, as subsidiaries to the End leading to a distinct desirable result ; 
and hence, the sentence quoted being only meant to be an Injunction 
of the relationship between the particular means and consequences, 
the Holding, etc., are mentioned, merely by way of reference, just like 
the actions of ‘ nirvapati * and ' dlahhali' Because when the Injunctive 
potency of the Affix (in ‘ gfhnlyat *) has been transferred (to the 
Name), the root is used simply for the sake of that affix (being 
used) ; and hence the Result would follow from (and belong to) the 
Name, — Just as in the case of the ‘ Desire for sense eflSoienoy.* 

Objection: ‘In the sentence, ' nkthyan gfJmyaf on account of 
“ the distinct ex pression of the oo^extensivenoss (of the ^ Ukihya ' 
“ with the action of folding, etc.), the Name would belong to those 
“ Holdings, etc:, only.*’ ’ 
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Reply i It is not so | it is the End itself, which, through its connec- 
tion with the Ukthya Hymn, is called Ukthya and this is applied, 
figuratively, to the Holding, which is connected with that End. And 
so lopg as a word can bo taken in its direct sense, we oaiinot take in 
it in any secondary or figurative sense. And as a matter of fact, we find 
that the words ‘ Ukthya,* etc., are always used as co-extensive with 
the word ‘ Ya/ila ’ (Sacrifice),— eg. (1) ‘ Ukf hyena yayUa* ^ Ukthyo 
yajhak * ; (2) ‘ Shodagind yajate * * sho(lagl yajnah ' ; and as tliere is 
no such sacrifice as the Hhodagl, the use of this name in the last 
sentence is based upon the fact of its denoting the End (or Terminus), 
which is not altogether distinct from the sacrifice itself, and not upon 
that of its denoting either the Holding or the Hymn. Then again, 
the Masculine gender of * Shodagi could be explicable, only if it 
denoted the Terminus (• samdpti *) ; as it is only a word in the Neuter 
gender that could denote the Hipun (Stotra). As for the Masculine 
gender that we sometimes find used in connection witli the Hymn,-— 
e.g., ‘ Ekavimgah shadagl ’ — that should bo regarded as a figurative use 
Consequently, inasmuch as. in the case in question, we find the word 
^ shodagi* (in the Masculine gender), in the subsequent portion of the 
sentence, we conclude that it denotes the Terminus. (3) Then again, 
we have the sentence — * Atirdtr^na prajdkdmam,' — where the word 
' Atirdtra* is found to be distinctly denotative of the Terminus. 
Because there is no other action mentioned in this ; as for the root 
' yaji^ (to sacrifice), that too is used only as subservient to the 
signification of the Causative affix ; and it would involve a deal of 
trouble to take it as the predominant factor. Consequently the 
sentence cannot but bo taken as pointing out the connection of the 
particular Result (obtaining of offspring) with that Terminus which is 
reached after the night is over, ff the Result ^v'ere connected with the 
Holding and the Hymn, then, inasmuch as they are independent 
actions in themselves, they would not stand in need of any other 
action; and hence they would have to be performed independently 
by themselves. And in that case wc could not find any use for their 
mention in the particular Context ; nor could we find any explanation 
for the use of the words • Ukthya,* etc. For this reason also it is the 
Terminuses that lead to the particular results. 

QuesHon ’. ‘ How could there be a Terminus, befort^ its coimoc- 
tion with the Saoritice ? ” 

1. In answer to this, some pc^ople qiioki the Hmrili to/- There are 
seven Terminuses of the Soma, (1) the Agnishtpmi, (2) the Atya^niah- 
toina. (3) Ukthya, (4) theShodagt (5) the Atirdtra, (0) the Vdjapl^ya, 
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and (7) the which shows that the word 

' SamsthS ' signifies the Terminus of all Soma offerings ; and as such it 
excludes all other Sacrifices, save the Soma sacrifice, and there too, 
through Context, it comes to rest in the Jyotishtoma, 

II. Others, however, offer the following reply : In the course of 
a certain particular Repititiou of the JyoHshtoma, we come across 
another Terminus, which, as soon as it appears, comes to be known 
by the names of ‘ Ukthya,* etc., and becomes connected with certain 
definite results. And through the superior authority of Direct Declara- 
tion (which connects the Terminus with distinct desirable results), 
we reject the fact of these being subservient to the Sacrifice, which is 
indicated by the Context. As for the relationship of the Container 
and the Contained (subsisting beween the Terminuses and the Jyotish- 
ioma Sacrifice), that is accepted, on account of its being quite compat- 
able with the aforesaid Direct Declaration. 

III. With regard to the present question, there is yet another 
theory ; it is as follows : At the very outset, a certain action, spoken 
of by the words ‘ Vkthya* etc., becomes connected with a certain 
desirable result (by means of the sentence ‘ Pa^ukama Vkthyam 
(jrhniyat ’), And then, on seeking after this particular action, we come 
to recognise, through another Direct Declaration, a particular Terminus 
of the Jyotishtoma as that Action 

IV. Of, the Ukthya is a particular Repititiou of the Jyotishtoma 
itself ; and, through another Declaration, it enters at the close of the 
Jyotishtoma ; and as such, comes to be laid down with reference to a 
particular desirable result ; and then it comes to be called ‘ Samstha 
(‘Terminus’), by reason of the fact of the Sacrifice being completed 
in, or by, that particular Action. 

V. Others hold that ‘ Samstha ’ (‘ Terminus ’) is the name of 
that cessation of action which follows after the last Repetition of the 
Jyotishtoma Sacrifice ; and inasmuch as that cessation has not the 
nature of an action, it could not be the means of bringing about 
a desired result ; and hence the sentence laying down the Samstha 
must be taken as enjoining the sacrifice clianujterised by the presence 
of ihai cessation, 

VI. There is yet another explanation offered by some ; it is this : 
Inasmuch as there is nothing too much for Direct Declaration, there 
could be no iacongrait 3 ^ in the fact of a negative entity (f/t^ cessation 
pf ai^on) being laid down a.s the means of leading to a definite result, 
in fact, we do ofteij find such d^larations as that’^- 

pf the enjoined, as well as the dainty of the prohibited} etc. 
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distinctly speaks of a uefjution, tlie noMoing^ as causing ninfulu^ss , 
Or, we ca]i regard the cessation frotn action as iuvolving a positive 
mental aetiony ia the shape of a determination to remain inactive ; and 
fchtis there can be no such incongruity as urged above. 

Then, as to how a definite result follows from an accessory detail 
and how the iV^%a action is modified by the Accessory calculated to 
bring about a definite result,— we should refer to the ^ Indriya kSma- 
dJbikarana ' (II— ii — 25, etc.) and the 'Godvhmadhikarana * ( J 11^ vi— 10)- 
This is what is meant by the Bhmhya-declamiion--' fn siicli cases w 
find results following from the Accessories.’ In fact, the Vedic declara- 
tion also that we have is that ‘ one desiriny Cniile should get hold of 
the Ukthya' and not * one who desires the Jyoiishtoma * or * the holding 
of the Ukihya' And this distinctly shows that the Ukthya (as bring- 
ing about a definite desirable result) cannot be regarded as subservient 
to the Sacrifice. Becau.se, if it were subservient to a Sacrifice, then, 
even without the word * Kama* desiring *)y the Ukthya would be 
recognised as something that should be done, for the simple reason of 
its helping in the accomplishment of the Sacrifice. If what is meant 
to be done is the mere getting hold of the Ukthya y then it would be 
implied by the very nature of things that the Injunction is meant for 
one who desires the holding of the t/i/Aya;— that is to say, for one 
who would be seeking for the due bringing about of the mere holding 
of the Ukthya, But both these contingencies are avoided by the addi* 
tion of the word ^ kdma* 

Thus then, being meant to bring about definite desirable results, 
the Ukthya and the other T(3rminuses must be regarded as modifications 
(of the Jyoiishtoma) ; — in accordance with the Law relating to the 
Milking Vessel (III— vi— 10). And when we come to consider the 
question as to the process by which they should be performed, we find 
the process of the Jyoiishtoma pointed out. by Implication, as that to 
be adopted in these cases. 

Question : In what way is the process of the JyotishUma 

‘■ taken up by the Terminuses ? ( 1) is Proximity, then all of them 
“ will have to be regarded as equally connected with the enjoined 
‘ details (and this would not be acceptable for the SiddhSnti), Nor is 
“ ^ere Proximity enough reason for the Implication (of the presence of 
‘■ the accessories of the original sacrifice at its Modifications) ; as such 
‘‘implication will be shown later on to be due to Similarity, (2) If it 
“ be by reason of their serving the functions of the Joytishiomiy — then, 
‘‘ aU that we can ^ is that the causal efficiei|py of this fact has been 
“ Mready set aside. Nor are the Dikshaniya, etc., detculs belonging to 
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‘‘the Terminuses; and hence they could not be transferred from ono 
“ Terminus to the other serving the functions of the former. Nor do 
“ the UHhya and the other Terminuses serve the functions of the 
“ Jyotishloma ; and as such they could not obtain the accessory details 
‘‘ of this latter sacrifice. (3) The same reasoning serves to set aside 
the view that the Process comes in by Implication : that is to say- 
“one who holds that the Details of the Jyoiishioma would come in at 
“ the Terminuses, by Tmplioatioii, for him also, there would be no 
“ similarity, to serve as the basis of that Implication. Though the 
“ Agnishtoma has a certain similarity with the other Terminuses, j^et 
“ there is no sort of similarity of the Jyotishlmia to the Ukthya and 
“ the other Terminuses ; and lienee the Jyoiuhixma cannot be regarded 
“ as the Original archetype of these Terminuses — (and hence the Pro- 
“ cedureot that Sacrific(3 could nob come into those hitter, through the 
“ Implicatory Injunction that the Modification should be done in the 
same way as the Original *). It is for these reasons that the Author 
“ of the Blidshya has kept silent with the mere declaration that it 
“ was due to Proximity. And hence it becomes all the more incumbent 
“ upon you to explain the difficulties raised above/' 

Answer : That this is a case of Implication we have already shown 
above. Nor i.s Similarity the only ground for Implication. That is to 
say, we have already shown, in connection with the sentence ^Dadhnendri^ 
yakamasya juhayat, ' (under Sutras 11 — ii — 25 et. seq.) , that even without 
similarity, we have an Implication (of the accessories of H(ma), lov 
the simple reason that, without the Hama the result spoken of could 
not come about. AU that Similarity could do in such cases, is to point 
to the particular Original Sacrifice (whose Accessories would come into 
the Modifications in question) ; and it could not do anything in the 
shape of bringing in any transcendental aid to bear upon the sacrifices. 
Hence in the case in question, even without similarity, the Jyotishtoma 
comes to be regarded as the substratum of the Terminuses, oa the sole 
ground of Proximity. It is this ‘ Proximity, ' and not the Proximity of 
the Dikahanlya, etc., that has been spoken of in the Bhashya. Because 
when the Jyotishtoma has been accepted as the substratum of the Ter- 
minuses, it can very well indicate the presence of such of its operations 
as are due to the Apurvas of the Blkshamyd and the other details ; and 
this establishes the 3faot of there being an Implication of these. 

Question : “ How is it that the Procedure in question is taken as 
“ belonging to the Niiya (Jyotishtoma) only, and not as belonging to 
“ the Kamya (Terminufes) only, or to both, in common 

The theory held by the Questioner is that the Procedure belongs to 
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b<>th in <’ 0 m ifc belongs to the Kami/a 

only-^has been pub forth simply by way of a bold assertion, made on 
aooount of the unbearable character of the aforesaid Siddhanta theoiy ; 
the sense of the Question being as follows : ‘'If without any reason, 
you declare that the Procedure belongs to the NiUja only, then, why 
should you not stick to the more reasonable theory that it belongs to 
the Kamya only 1 If you do not accept this latter view, because of its 
“ not having any reasons in support of it --'then you should accept the 
“ only reasonable view, that the Procedure belongs, in coniinon, to the 
“ Nitya Jyofishtoma as well as to the Kamya Terminuses. If with- 
out any reasons, you should persist in holding that the Prooedurs be* 
“longs to the Kiiya only, simply because you wish it so, —well, in 
“ that case, why should not' it be taken as belonging to the Kamya 
“ only, because wo wish it so ? If this latter view bo rejected for want 
“ of reasons in support of it, then yon should accept the strictly 
“ reasonable view that it belongs to both.** 

The Author of the Bhdshya,— not brooking this swaggering ex- 
aggeration, and thinking that the Arguments, brought forward against 
the theory of the Procedure belonging to the Kamya only would be of 
use in the refuting of the last alternative theory, that it belongs to 
jjoth,— proceeds to refute the former theory, in the sentence—* yalra 
yatra guni kdmah, tatra tatra kriydydm fiMhya-mdmydm ndnyaihaj 
The sense of this is that, if the Accessory, could, by itself (indepen- 
dently of all Action), take up the Procedure (made up of the Dikahanhjd, 
etc.),— then what you say would be possible. But the Accessory could 
take up the Procedure, only if this latter were connected with the 
InatrumcnU only, or if the Accessory itself were the qualification of 
the Bhamnd, As a matter of fact, however, we find, that the Pro- 
cedure is not connected with the Instrumentfi, as has been shown above : 
and at the beginning of Adhydyas Vll and IX also, it will be declared 
that^with regard to the BJidvana, there arises a question as to ‘ hov) 
it is to be accomplished,’ and not as to * how, by means of the Instru- 
menUs, it is to be accomplished.* That Bhdvand, in which the Instru- 
ments consist of that which is denoted by the Verbal Roots, in such 
€k Bhdvand alone, do the Instruments, independently of everything 
else/ attain to the subsequent relationship of the Procedure, indicated 
in accordance with the Law of the ‘ ArunaikaliRyani (SUtras III- i*— 
155, ete.). But in the case of that BhdvatM where, the Instrument con- 
stista of the Accessories,— inasmuch as there could be no Xnstru- 
mentality without a particular Root-meaning, Aere is glways a need 
for flpfinitely expressed by the verbal Root, which would 
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serve as the object to beaocoinplished ; because mere activity in general 
could not be brought about by the Accessories. Nor is the Accessory 
capable of serving as a general Instrument, unless it has served to 
accomplish a particular action. Consequently, at that particular 
BJiamna, wherein the existing Accessory takes up the Procedure, the 
denotation of the Root is found to take the very first place. And 
thus, the two— the Rool meaning and the Instrumental Accessory— come 
to be regarded as restricting or qualifying one another, just as in the 
case of the ‘ Aranakalmyani * (Sutra lU — i — 12). If the Root-meaning 
were not capable of taking up the Procedure, then it might not take 
it up. As a matter of fact, however, we find that the Root meaning 
leads to a distinct desirable result, and serves to qualify the Bhavana 
which is the way to the taking in of the Procedure; and as such, 
it could not hut take up tlie Procedure. 

And thus all the following four agencies lead to the taking up of 
the Procedure by the Root* meaning : (I ) without the particular Root- 
meaning the' Bhavana is nob capable of taking up the Procedure ; (2) 
the Accessory also is not capable of doing so, until it has brought np 
the Root-meaning ; because there can be no Bhavana wholly indepen: 
dent of the Root-meaning ; and because it is absolutely impossible for 
the mere action ‘ to do ’ to be performed ; and lastly, because the Acces- 
sory itself is not an action ; (3) the Procedure also, betaking itself to 
the Accessory, cannot reach it, after having passed over the Root- 
meaning ; and as such it falls into this latter ; (4) the Root -meaning 
also, being, by itself, in need of the Procedure, is quite capable of 
taking it up, even though it may have been meant for the Accessory ; 
and as such why should it abandon that Procedure ? 

Thus then, in the case in question, the Ukfhya and the other 
Terminuses that are laid down with reference to distinct desirable 
results, being recognised as resting in the when they 

stand in need of a Procedure, they find presented before them, by the 
Context, such detail.s as the Dtkshamya and the rest ; and inasmuch 
as these latter have no other way of reaching those, they inevitably 
enter into the Jyoiishioma, Because the Ukthya^ etc., being of the 
nature of Terminuses, cannot, independently of the Jyotishtomay take 
up those details ; nor does the Jyoiishtoma give them up when they 
come to enter into it. This is what is meant by the Bhashya declara- 
tion-—* nasau aadhyasySbhavanti sMhanlna samhandkyatV The parti- 
cular Procedure is enjoined in this way : ‘ For the sake of such and such 
resuits, the means employed should be the VMhya, etc.,«and that in 
sttoli and such a way/-— i.e. m such a way as to ppiake it lead to the 
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fulfilmeiit of those results ; and hence there being a touch of the. verb 

* to do' there is a distinct relationship with the Blidvana. Under th<^ 
oifoumstanees, there is no such way by which the Procedure could 
make the Vklhya, etc*, efficient means of accomplishing the result 
independently of the Root-meaning. 

Though the word used by the Bhdshya {paye lim 1) asddhya- 
mnayam kriydydm,' yet what is meant is ‘ ammugfhlidydm. the 
action not being aided.’ Some people explain ‘ trua mdhyamanaySm' 
as = ‘ UklhyMim fiddhyanidnaydjn;' but inasmuch as this would in- 
volve an abandonning of the previously -ineiitionef! Procedure, the 
whole would become entirely irrelevant ; and further, the mention of 

* iafm tatra krydydm mdhyarnandydm' would be a useless repitition. 
(Jonsequontly one who requires a Procedure for the Accessory whicii 
would servo as the means, must admit that tlie Accessory belongs to 
the Rooi-mmniny, which is what has to be accomplished. 

Having thus laid down the general definition, the Autlior applies 
it to the particular ease under the consideiation ‘ Sddliyai'ca dyoHsh- 
tomak' ('It is the JyoCifshtoma that lias to be accomplished ’) ; and 
hence the Accessories cannot be regarded as belonging to tlie Kdmya 
(Terminuses) only. 

The opponent then puts forward the mote Authoritative second 
alternative — Why thou should not the Accessories be regarded as 
“ belonging to both (the NUya JyolUktorm *and the Kdmya Ter- 
“ minuses) ? ** 

The Siddhdntavddi replies — B^'canse Ihty arc laid down as Niiyu. 
In all cases, a common relationship i.s possible only when there is 
some sort of uniformity ; in the (?aso in question however, wo find no 
sort of uniformity in the relationship borne by the Jolishtonia, and that 
borne by the Ternirnuses, to the Accessories in qm^stion. Because the 
Accessories, not being connected with any particular desirable results, 
are laid down as Niiya\ — and that would clearly show that the 
Kkshamyd and the other a(^ce3sory det.ails should be performed only 
, when we have the Jyofiskknna. And even though the JyotidUoma is 
present, yet if there be no desire for Cattle or other desirable results, 
there is no possibility of the Ukihya and other Terminuses. For 
certainly, it is not necessary to have one Terminus while we are having 
the other. Nor are those Terminuses ever devoid of t he JyoHshioma ; as 

this mheres. in its entirety, in every one of them. ^-just an the iHass does 

in every one of the Individuals. Consequently, it must be admitted 
that the Aegessory Details as laid down are related to the permanent 
and not k) the fleeting 
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Objection : “ Even though the Terminuses are transient, yet, in- 
“ osmuch as they would have, inhering in them, the ^%a(perma- 
“ nent) element of the Jyoiishtofiia, there would be no incongruity in 
‘‘ the Details, which are laid down as Nitya (being related to the Ter- 
“ minuses) ; as the Injunction of these as i\r%a would be duly observed 
“ in connection with the inhering element of the JyotisMoma. And 
while this condition (of relationship with the permanent factor of 
Jyotishtoma) is duly fulfilled, there would be no harm in the Details 
'being, at the same time, related to certain transient factors (the 
“ Terminuses) also. Because it is only when that which is laid down 
"as transient is related to the Permanent that, that there is an 
" incongruity, and not in cases like those we are dealing with.’* 

Beply : It is not so, because this would mean an abandoning of the 
theory of common relationship (of the Details with the Nitya and the 
Kamya) ; because the Kamyas are not capable of prompting the said 
Details. In a case where, without belonging to the Nitya sacrifice, 
the Details cannot be laid down as permanent, — when the fact of its 
belonging to the Nitya being ascertained, the requirements of the text 
are all duly fulfilled, — their relationship with the other (i.e, the Kamya) 
comes about by itself ; and thus too all of them (Nitya and Kamya) 
cannot be regarded as equally related to the enjoined accessories. 
Otherwise, the Injunction of the Accessory details would be in some 
such way as that — ' These Details should be always done in connection 
with Jyotishtoma, and at times, also when there should be a desire for 
Cattle, etc,’ ; and this would involve a self-contradiction, with regard 
to a single Injunction. 

** Objection : " We can re.solve the Injunction into two parts — 
" one inferred from the Context, and the other from Direct Declaration ; 
"and of these one would lay down the details as permanent, and 
" the other would enjoin them as transient.” 

Reply : True, the contradiction might be avoided by the difference 
in the Injunctions of the Performances ; but there would be a distinct 
self-contradiction in regard to the prompted (detaUs) ; inasmuch as 
they would be following in the wake of both the permanent and the 
transitory.. Thus then, with a view to keep intact the permanent 
character of these Details (the Dikshamyd and the rest), we must 
regard the taking up of the procedure also to be permanent. And 
thus those Details should be regarded as belonging to the Jyptishtmna, 
os it is with tW^ they are invariably concomitant. / 

ObjecUon ; '‘The AgaiehtomeTexmimeeleo i& KS^ 

" all the Terminuses must be regarded as transitei^ (on the gro^ 
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of their being Kamya ) ; and as tliore is no peruument form of the 
^* Jyatkhtama, apart from these Terminuses,— -when the Jyotishtmia 
“would take up the Nitya Details, all these would, through that 
» sacrifice, become equally related to all the Terminuses ; and thus it 
“ cannot be ascertained where (in which Terminus) we should have 
“ the Nilya performance of the Jijotuhtoim ; and hence we are faced, 
“ by the Law of Option, to the conclusion tliat, the Details in question 
“ belong to the transitory (Kamya) performances only.'' 

In reply to the above it is declared — ' /Sa nilyasya mmalvaV That 
is to say the two Injunctions — that of the Details pertaining to the 
Sacrifice itself, as well as that of those relating to a desired result— are 
both equal; and hence looking into these two, ^ve conclude, in accord- 
ance with the law ‘ ehisya iuhhayalve samyognprtiuikvam* (IV — iii — 5), 
that it is as Nitya that the performance ending with the Agnitihtama is 
related to the Desire ; while that which lava down the others (i,e. the 
Ukthya^ etc.) being merely related to the particular Desires, arc dis- 
tinctly transitory (optional); and herein lies the difference between the 
two Injunctions. 

ISUtra 4i: Jiemtise of repetition^ they ivould occur 
in the Original,^ 

Thus then, though the Ukthya, etc., arc transient, as regards their 
performances, yet on account of the Nitya character of the Jyotinh- 
ionia, and of the fact of the Agnishiema Terminus also being Nitya, as 
invariably accompanying the J yoluhto^mf , — which makes the AgnisJr 
toma obtain the subsequent portion of the Details taken up by the 
Jyotishtoma ^ — the Details in question come to be spoken of as ‘ be- 
longing to the Or, as regards the two-fold presence of 

the Details at the Ukthya, etc., that which would pertain to the factor 
of the JyotisMoma would be enjoined directly, while that which would 
pertain to the factor of the Vkihya and other Terminuses would be got 
atpnly by means of the Implicatory Injunctions; and this would con- 
stitute the difference (between the case of the Agnlshtorm Terminus and 
that of the other Terminuses). 

Satra (iS) : [The goats] couM be employed toyether; 

beemtge of the Direct Declaration to that effect. 

[This meets the objeotiou urged in Text, Page 1110, Line 20;.j 
There is nothing too much for a qualified Injunction, 
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Sutm (48) : Because of the preclusion of previous 
Indications. 

We have the text — * yadi Agnishtomah, juhoti; yadi Uhthyah, 
'paridhivmaklii na juhoti * If it is the Agnishtcma, he offers in Homa 
the Butter-remnant ; while if it is, Vkthya, he paints the Paridhi slick 
with it, and does not offer it in Homa *),— where we find that, among 
the Kratu-karanas (the Instruments of Sacrifices), the Injunction of 
the subsequent is accompanied by a reference to the negation of the 
previous one (* 7ui juhoti ’) ; and this would be explicable only in ac- 
cordance with the view that these Terminuses are modifications of 
the Jyoiishtoma ; because what is done by the text quoted is that it 
precludes (in the latter Sacrifice) what is found to be applicable to it by 
Implication (that is to say, the Homa has been precluded, ‘ na juhoth 
in regard to the Vkihya, chiefly because the Homa was liable to being 
done in accordance with the law that ‘ the Modification is to be done 
like the Original '). If the Terminuses were all equally connected with 
the enjoined Details, then, inasmuch as the Direct cause (of Homa, i.e. 
the Agniahtoma) would be in close proximity to the Vkthya, and this 
proximity of the Cause would necessarily bring in its wake the effect 
(in the shape of the Homa of the Remnant and Butter); and thus at 
the Vkthya, we would have both (the Homa as well as the Painting oj 
the Paridhi) ; and in that case, the subsequent Preclusion or Prohibi- 
tion na juhoti^) would be that of the previous distinct Injunction ; 
and that would give rise to a syntactical split (in the sentence ^yadi 
Ukthyah, etc./ which vrould contain an Injunction of the Painting of 
the Paridhi, as well as the prohibition of the Hotm which has been 
enjoined in the previous sentence, and wliose connection with the 
Vkthya has been established by the Implicating Injunction), Nor can 
the sentence in question be regarded as containing a qualified Injunction, 

like the sentence * Agneyamajam Aindrdgna Ukthyd Dvitiyah, 

etc., etc.,* as the Injunction and Prohibition are of such contradictory 
characters (that the one could not be taken along with the other) ; nor 
is it possible tor the sentence to be taken as a Parynddsa (a mere pre- 
clusion of Horna). 

Then again, all that the Purvapakshi has said in regard to the 
Savaniya animal can be used with advantage, in favour of the Sid' 
dhSnia view. As it is only wheii the actions (of Homa and Painting) 
are due to the Terminuses, that we can explain, on the ground of the 
absence of the cause ^the particular Terminuses), the mention of 
negation m juhoti*), even if all of them were equally related to the 
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enjoined Accessories ; and in the case of the SiddhSfiia also, inasmuch 
as the two actions in question would be such as serve only imperceptible 
(trancendental) results, there would be a liablity of both of them 
(Homa and Painting) being done ; and in support of this we would have 
the Indications of the Name, ‘ Krniukamm,' which would distinctly 
point to the Original Sacrifice. 

Some people argue as follows : The Homa that is laid down in the 
text quoted is one that serves as the di.sposai of the Butter that has 
“been left behind at the Pracamm Hom(i\ and lienco when this Dis- 
posal will have been ejected by the Painiinq oj the ParidM, there 
would naturally be a iiegation of the other DUpoml (by means of 
'' Homa), — even if the Terminuses were equally related to the enjoined 
‘ details (that is to say, tlie said Preclusion is quite compatible with th#* 
Purvapahha also)/' 

But when we find the sentence laying <lo\vn the f/nma as an inde- 
pendent action, it should be explained how we could regard it as a mere 
Disposal of the Remnant Then again, even though the Disposal may 
be effected by the Homa, yet it would be quite possible for us to per- 
form tlie other action of ‘ Painting the Paradhi ' also, in so far as svhat 
is directly denoted by the word ‘ Pandhyanjana ' (and hence the per- 
formance of one Disposal \vould not necessarily involve the Non-per- 
formance of the other). Consequently, the mention of negation 
(vna juhoti ') must bo taken as indicative of what vve have shown above. 

Satra (47) : The specific mention of one is due to the 
presence of pavtic/ular Accessories* 

It has been agreed that — “ that which is not an original Action 
(but a mere modification), could not be spoken of with the conditional 
“ 4f,’— as in the case of the Dvdda^haP But the case of the Ukthya 
and the other Terminuses under consideration is not similar to that of 
the other modifications. Though in the ca.se of these, on account of 
the incompatibility of the connection of the Nitya and the K^mya, 
the Context cannot take up the Procedure (of the Nitya, with reference 
to th& Kdmya\ yet inasmuch as that would be in close proximity with 
it, it becomes necessary to make use of the conditional ‘ if/ Or, it 
niay be that, it is Just possible for the unheard of Accessories to 
be brought in as. if they were heard of, through the introduction of 
a heard of Action to which those Accessories belong ; and in that ease, 
the mention of t)xo. AgnUhioma (in * Yadyagniahtomahy rio.), whose 
presence is already indicated by the Context, jwould be by way of a 
reference to the action. Oi, its mention may be taken as laying 
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down the fact of the particular action (‘ Homa ’) being due to tUo 
presence of the particular Hymn (of the AgnUhloma-$Sama) ; and them 
can be no incongruity in such a mention. 

Then, there arises the question as to what is the use of all thi« 
Discussion (in the present 

Some people declare that the use is exactly the same as in the 
case of the Phalammisa (Vi(k sniras III — v— 47 et. seq.). 

But with regard to this view we have got to say something; and 
it is this. It is quite true that that is . the use of the present Dis- 
cussion ; but this would not be applicable to the case of all Accessory 
Details. For instance, all the details of the ‘ Sadomana ' and the like, 
which are laid down with reference to particular desirable results,—* 
even though there be a likelihood of the presence of the other details, 
by reason of the Implioatory Injunction, yet inasmuch as the parti- 
cular Details would be found to have a substrate (th&Jyotiahtoma) which 
is enjoined by Direct Injunction, these latter could not be totally set 
aside, as in the case of the other Modifications. Because at these other 
modifications, inasmuch as there is no substrate in the shape of tho 
Jyoiishtoma, it is readily admissible that the Aotions, laid down as 
bringing certain desirable results through particular Accessories, are 
found impossible to be performed. In the case of the Terminuses, 
on the other hand, though the Results, spoken of as following from 
certain Accessories, are not applied by Implication, — yet, inasmuch as 
the Man desiring those results would naturally wish to do that action, 
and hence long after the particular Accessories (laid down as bringing 
about those results), — there would be a possibility of the presence of 
tho enjoined substrate (in the shape of the Jyotishioma) ; and as such 
there would be no improbability of the Actions leading to definite results 
through certain Accessories, 

For these reasoiLs we conclude that the use of the Discussion lies 
in the following fact : There are certain accessories, not belonging to 
the original Jyolishioma, — such as, the holding of the Ukthyd Vessel, 
the particular Ukthya Hymns and Praises, — which are duo soleh^ 
to the presence of the particular Terminus (the Ukthya) ; and in 
accordance with the Purvapakshoy it would be possible for us to have 
in this Terminus, the other details of aotions calculated to bring about 
definite results by means of certain aceessories introduoed by the Im- 
plioatory Injunctions of such details as belong to the other 
Vessel and Hymn ; whereas in accordance with the 
not be jHassible. * 

Thew fe yet another use of the Discuss^ it is ae follows : If all 
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the Tefuiinuses were equally related to the enjoined DctaiIvS as (held 
by the Furmpaksha) then, at those Sacrifices which are recognised 
Modifications of the Jyotishtoma (in accordance with the law ‘ Vyakiasu 
tv, samasya ’), we would have all the Terminuses as optional alter* 
natives; while, in accordance in the Siddhanla, it is the Atjmshtomn 
Terminus alone that could find a place at those Sacrifices; while as for 
the Details connected with the Ukthya and the other Terminuses, they 
could be possible only in a case where we would have distinct Injunc- 
tions of these Terminuses. And herein lies the real use of the present 
Adhikarana. 

Thus ends the t!^ixth Pdda of Adhyaya Til. 
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ADHYAYA I I 1 .-PADA Vll. 

ADHIKARAIJA (1). 

[The (h(tss, etc*., belong to the Dar^a-Pwruamasa as well as to 
their Subsidiaries.] 

SUtra (1): Beeaune of the partleulor (Unitexti, that 
tvhieh is not connected (with Direct Declaration) he- 
longs to the Pvlnctpul Action onlg,^^ 

In continuation of the subject of common or uncommon Injunc- 
tion, we proceed to consider, — through the question of contradiction 
and non -contradiction of Syntactical Connection and Context, —the 
question as to whether the Altar spoken of in the Darqn- Purnamasa 
Context, and the Details of Digging^ etc,, laid down in connection with 
that Altar, as also the OrasA and the Details of Chopping, etc., laid 
down in connection with it, belong to the Principal Sacrifices (of the 
Darga Purnamasa) or to the Subsidiary ones. 

And on this question wc have the following — 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

“ Though the fact of the Details in question belonging to the 
” Principal as well as the Subsidiaries is distinctly shown by such 
''general declarations as — ‘ Vedyain hailmshi,' ‘ Varhsihi hai^mshi* 
" ‘ VarJiirlundy * Vedim Khanati / — yet if the Details belonged to the 
gruss, etc., independently, then they would have to be performed in 
cohnection with the ordinary grass also, i.e., that which is used for 
such ordinary purposes as the thatching of houses, etc. : but inas- 
mtieh as such performance of the Details would be a-bsolutely useless, 
“ the connection of those with the Cn/ss should be regarded as due 
“ to the fact of the grass bringing about a transcendental result 
'^ (Apilrva), And as this fact of its bringing about an A pi/rm not 

“ indicated by Sjnitactioal Connection, it must be regarded as indi- 
‘ ■ oated by Context. And inasmuch as the Context pertains to the 
“ Fyittcipal Action only, the Details must be regarded as belonging to 
*■ tbife latter only. Even though the Context cxnnot serve the purposes 
'■ of specificay^^^ yet it is only through the particular ciiaracter of being 
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“ the Partaker {grahaka) that it serves to prompt the particular factors of 
actions ; and as such becomes the cause of restricting the Declaration 
“ to a particular Action,— as we have shown (under SUtra III — iii— 11). 

“ The word ‘ asamyukUim * (‘ not-connected * ) means that, even 
though Syntactical connection indicates the connection of the Havi 
‘‘ and the Varhi, yet there is no connection with anything that is con 
** trary to (not in keeping with) the Context. That is to say, in the 
“ case in question, the words * Havish * and ‘ Varhih * are quite capable 
of being taken in connection with the Context, and are not unconnected 
with it, like the Ahina (and as such they cannot but be taken as con- 
nected with the Principal Action, to which alone the Context be- 
longs) ” 

SIDDHANTA. 

Sutra {2): They belony to all; heeatise the charaeter 0 / 
the Accessory is not based upon the Context* 

It has been already shown that all the Details are equally related 
to Syntactical Connection. 

It has been argued above, that ‘‘the Context would serve the 
purpose of prompting the i)articular factors of actions.*' it is in re- 
ply to this that we have the clause ‘ atatprayukiatvat * ; — that is to say, 
the Context does not servo the purposes of the specification. 

Qv^slion : “ How can you set aside the well-established fact of 
“ the Context serving the purpose of prompting the factors of actions ? 
“ How, too, can you accept the much faulty explanation of the character 
“ of the Qesha (Subsidiary) as being in the form of Helpy and not in 
“ that of being for the sake of something else I 

Reply : In cases like the presetit, the Context can serve the purposes 
of the prompting cause ; because it has been shown under Sutra 
III— ’iii — 11, tiiat it is only that which is not connected with the other 
means of knowledge that is controlled by Context (while in the present 
case we have the Connection of Syntax). 

Then again, it has been argued above that “ there is no contra- 
diction (between Syntactical Connection and the Context).” 

But why should there be no contradiction, when we find that, iii- 
asmiicli as due predominance attaches to the Havish and the Varhi, 
if these accessory details were related to everyone of the Actions, tliey 
would conie to be recognised as belonging to the Subsidiaries also ; and 
this has got to be set aside in view of the Context. 

The opponent puts forward the reason by which he took the 
Context to bo non-con tradicted (by >Syntactiofil Coaneetjon), on account 
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of the too extensive application of this Syntactical Connection having 
been precluded : The Details would come to be performed in coanec. 
tiott with the FarW, etc., employed in ordinary actions also; and at 
these, they would bo absolutely useless.’' 

To this we offer the following reply : The Syntactical Coimeotion, 
in its natural funotioiiing: can be set aside from that only where it 
would be actually useless. As a matter of fact, wc find that the 
Details performed in connection with Varhi at the Subsidiary Sacri- 
fices are not useless ; and hence the Syntactical Connection would 
certainly apply to the case of the subsidiaries, and there would be no 
improper application involved in this. 

It is with a view to this that the Bhanhya has declared ‘ Upakara- 
lakshamm hi Utt * which indicates the subsidiary character as consisting 
of being for the sake of something else (tddarthya) ; as one tiling is taken 
as being for the sake of another, when, with regard to the latter, the 
former is found, by reason of according a lUMoh needed lielp, to be of 
use. 

The Bhdshya has used the word ‘ prakarandl* with a view to 
avoidingof the too extensive application of the Syntactical Connection 
But this declaration, at the present stage, would bar the way of the 
objection contained in the next Sutra; and hence it must be regarded 
as put forward too soon ; and as such to be disregarded on the present 
occasion. 

satru (3) : Objection ; “ They could be take themselves to remote 

“actions.” 

“ Objection : “ If the Details in question were to be precluded from 
“the grass, etc., employed in the ordinary actions of the world, simply 
“ on account of their being useless in that Connection, — then, there 
“ would beeverj^ possibility of these Details beuig hitroduced into these 
“ Actions in conuection witli which they would not bo useless, — f.i. the 
“ grass employed at tlie sacrifices other than tliose of the Dart^a Purna- 
“ nmsa (and certainly these sacrifices would be helped by the transcen 
“ dental results brought about by these Details). 1 f tiiere bo some reason 
“ for precluding ithe Details from such other actions, — then, the same 
“reason would apply to tlie case of the Subsidiaries (of the Dar(;a 
' ‘ Purnamdsa) alao (and hence the said Details could not bo related 
‘ ' to these ' * Subsidiaries) . 

As for the Saurya and other sucli Subsidiaries of the Dar^,a 
“ PUrnamasa, even according to the Purvapaksbfi view, the presence in 
" fcJiein of the Detail^ are indicated by Implication ; and nenceitis the 
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“ * Pivdapitfyapia * {ol the Daroa Purmimsa) which, as being entirely 
“ devoid of the Details, either by Direct Injunction or by Implication, 
'‘ should be taken as the basis of the present Disousaion. That this 
“ Pindapitfyajna is an entirely new sacrifice, and is not a subsidiary 
** will be shown later on (in Adhyaya IX) ; and hence the acceptance 
“of the Siddhanta view (with regard to this yafm) would lead to 
‘ most undesirable consequences * 

SUtra (4) : Ueply ; Not so ; because of the sentence (being 
Syntactically connected with the lMrqn Puvnam>asa)p--iis 
shown by the fact of its belny subservient to it. 

What you say would have heen quite possible, if the sentence 
Vedyam varhih*) were an independent one. As a matter of fact 
however, the sentence, tliat lays down tlie the Ater, and their 

various Details, is syntactically connected with the Dar^a Purmmdsa ; 
that is to say, with the sentence laying down the Dar^n Purnamdsa. 
And for this reason the Details laid down in tliese sentences must be 
regarded as belonging to those Grass and Aliar, etc., which are spoken 
of in the sentence that is so connected, and witli those mentioned iii 
other sentences. As for the Pindapiifyajm, it is not found to be 
mentioned in the sentence laying down the Darca Purnarmsa ; and 
such it could never be related to these Details. 

Objection: “If the sentences be regarded as syntactically con. 
“ nected with the Dar^a Purnamasa,—me\i connection could not be 
“ got at by any other means save the Context; and inasmuch as this 
“ Context would pertain to the Principal (Dan^a Purnamdsa) only, the 
“ Subsidiaries could have no connection with the Details in question/’ 
Reply : That does not affect our position ; because the Details of 
Ohogging, Digging, etc., cannot be directly connected either with the 
Darfa Purnamdsa or their /Subsidiaries ; they can be prtJsent only in 
those places where we would liave the Grass and the Altar] and thesc 
latter again are related to the keeping of the offering mdteriaU ] o>\\d 
lastly, this keeping of the material also must be that which is spoken of 
in the sentence layin g down the performance of tlve Dar^a PurnamSsa 
Sacrifices, as a whole. And the keeping of the offering materials in 
connection with the Subsidiaries a\so would be included in that 
Sentence, because all the Subsidiaries along the Primary Action gn to 
nake up a single performance (and as such the Details would be as 
much related to the ^Primary, Purnamdsa m to their Sub- 
■ ..aidiaries). ^ 
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Objedion : “ In the case of the Prayajas we find that eyen though 
th®y included in the single Injunction of Pertorinance, 

“ yeti in accordance with the Sutra I [1—1—22, they are not regarded 
as subsidiary to one another; and in the same inanner the 
“ cpul<l not be related to the offering materials of the Subaidairy Sacri- 
“ fices (inasmuch botii would be equally Subsidiaries to the Dart^a 
PUrmmasa).** 

Reply i It is not so ; because just as the keeping of the offering 
material of the Primary Sacrifice becomes connected witli the Details 
in question, so, in the same manner, that of the material of the 
Subsidiary Sacrifices also becomes connected with them as the Subsi- 
diaries of the Subsidiaries. If the meaning of the sentence ‘ Varhishi 
asddayati ’ (‘ keeps upon the grass ’) were assumed to be that * the 
lUfitorial is kept upon that grass which has been l)rought in for the sakcj 
of the Dar^a Purnamdsa,* — then alone could tlio Details be taken as 
belonging to the Dar(;a Purmmdsa only. As a matter of fact, such is 
not the case. As when, in order to avoid the uselessness of the Details, 
we make it step beyond the mere form of the l)ar<ia Purmmam Sacri- 
fice, should we take them as referring to ' that grass which is brought 
in for the sake of the Dar(;u Purriaiiiidsa' or to ‘ that which helps in the 
accomplishment of these Sacrifices V If we accept the former alterna- 
tive, then the sentence would become too limited in its scope ; wliile 
the latter alternative affords it a more extensive scope; and it Is 
incumbent upon us to accept that theory which should give the 
greatest scope possible to the sentence in question. The Subsidiaries 
of Subsidiaries also are regarded as helping in the accomplishment of 
the Primary Sacrifice, even though they may not be directly for the 
sake of this latter ; and we liave seen that it is the mere fact of helping^ 
and not that of its being for its sake, that constitutes the ground of 
relationship ; as when a detail is contained in that which does not in 
any way help the Sacrifice, it cannot accord any help to it ; which can- 
not he said with regard to that which is not contained in that which is 
not for the sake of that. This we shall explain latter on, under the 
Sutra IX — ii — 44. As a matter of fact, even without being for the 
sake of the Primary, we find the Gurd and the Milk merely helping 
ill the Abhyuditeshti ; and yet they become connected with the Details 
of the 

For these reasons we accept, on the ground of Context, the fact 
of question being syntactically connected with tha* 

lays , down the DarQa Purmmasa, conatmetion being 
exjU^^ed as follows : * Those, without the peformance^ whereof the 
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trfuisoendeiitii) resulfc of tlie Dam Purmma is not diOy accom. 
plislied,— in all these, the Details iii question should be performed.’ 
And inasmuch as we find the imperfections in the materials of Subsi. 
diary Sacrifices causing discrepancies in the Result of the Primary 
Sacrifice, we must admit the connection, with the subsidiaries also, of 
those Details which are due to the transcendental result of the Primary 
Sacrifice. 

SMnt (5) : Also became of IniUmtiom, 

It is only when such Details, a.s those in question, are accepted as 
belonging to the Primary as well as to the Subsidiary, —that the 
‘ AhhigUram,^ spoken of in the sentence ‘ Prayaja^esUm hmmhya- 
gharayddi' could be taken as belonging to both the Primary and the 
Subsidiary; and then alone could we justify the declaration '8a vai 
dhruvamemfe, etc.,' wherein we have an Order spoken of as a welh 
established fact, and hence appearing as a ‘ Helwannigada ’ (giving 
reasons for a certain Injunction,— Fide I— ii— 26 el. seq.). Because 
such a declaration could be possible only when there would be ati 
Abhighdrana of the material of the AjyabMga also (which is a Subsi- 
diary Sacrifice). Otherwise, for the Dhruvd also, wo could have tlte 
AhUgMrana only as connected with the Upmi^uydja ; and in that case 
there could be no further Abhi^fmram ; and as such, it would be 
absolutely useless to put forward the reason—' Taio U pnUharmmjya- 
bMgm, ek’ 

For these reasons it must be admitted that the Details belong to 
all (the Primary as well as the Subsidiaries). 



ADHIKARANA (2). 


[The Purifications of the Master of the Sacrifice belong to the Primary 

Sacrifice^ 

iStlfivr, (6): That ivhieh is related to the blaster of the 
sacrlftee belonf/s to the Primary; heeause of the 
mention of Results. 

The Details which are found to belong to the Master of the Sacri- 
fice, in accordance with the Sutra III — viii — 4, — with regard to those 
there arises the question, as to whether tlioy belong to tlie Master, in 
his character of the Performer, and ns such pertain to the Primary 
•Sacrifice as well as its Subsidiaries ; or they belong to him, only in the 
character of the experiencer of its results, and as such pertain to tlie 
Primary Sacrifice only. 

And on tliis question we liavc the following— 

PtJRVAPAKSHA. 

‘‘ According to the foregoing Adhilmana, they must bo regarded 
‘‘ as pertaining to all (the Primary as well «as the Subsidiaries). 

Specially as belonging to the Master, who is equally related to 
“ all Sacrifices, they could help in the accomplishment of all these ; 
and there is no reason for precluding them from the Subsidiaries. ’ 

SIDDHANTA. 

To the aboye we make the following reply : The very reason that 
proves the fact of the Purifications belonging to the Master, would 
also serve to show that they pertain to the Primary Sacrifice only. 

That is to say, if the Details in question belonged to the Masto 
in the character of the Performer, then they tJould be taken as pertain- 
ing to all the Sacrifices. As a matter of fact, however, we find that 
they belong to him in the character of the Experiencer of the Result of 
the Sacrifice. Then again, wo find that a neglect of the Purificatory 
De|^a would interfere with due experiencing of the Result ; whereas 
<#®yit!iout these details, there is no discrepancy in the character of 
And (if the Details belonged to the JPer/omer), they 
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would bolong to the Priests also, as these also would be the Performers. 
of certain Actions in connection with the Sacrifices. Then again, it is 
only with reference to a certain desired result, that one wishes to 
create certain capabilities (or powers) ; and that too only in a place 
where these capabilities did not exist before. And as a matter of 
fact, what is desired is not the Master’s Character of the Per former \ 
nor was this Cluvracter non-existent, in him, prior to the performance 
of the Purificatory Details. It is only the Actions bringing in certain 
capabilities that are called * Sam^Jearas ’ (Purifications) ; and as such 
they always betake themselves to the factor of the Experiencer of the 
Result. 

Then again, when the result of a certain Action is experienced by the 
Master, the Purifications pertaining to the character of the Experiencer 
help in that Action alone, in none other. And as a matter of fact, it 
is the result of the Primary Sacrifice, and not that of the Subsidiaries^ 
that is enjoyed (or experienced) by the Master; as the Subsidiaries 
affect the Sacrifices only (and do not bring about any results for the 
Person performing them) ; and hence it must be admitted that the 
Purifications in question belong to the Primary Sacrifice only. 

Objection : If the Purifications did not fall within the character of 
the “ Performer, then they would become Subsidiaries to the Result 
(and '' that would bo against theSti^m ‘ Phala.de vaiayoe^ca IX— i — 14 *).” 

Reply : This does nob affect our position ; because the help that is 
accorded to the Primary Sacrifice consists in that the Performer is 
made capable of experiencing its Results. Consequently, just as there 
are many other Subsidiarie.s bringing about imperceptible results which, 
while creating a capability for experiencing results, do not fall olT 
from their subsidiary character, — so, hi the same manner, we would 
have in the case of the Purificatory Details under consideration. 

The use of the present Adhikarana is that, in accordance with the 
Purvapaksha, there would be, — and according to the Siddhanla, there 
would not be— the shaving of the head and such other actions for the 
Master, at the Agmshomiya and other such like subsidiaries of the 
Jyotishtoma. 



ADHIKARANA (3). 

[The Saumika V^M, etc., belong to the Primary fis well tw to the 

Subsidiaries.] 

Satm (7): Beeause of muneet Ion. with the * deni re to 
‘^do,* (they should be regarded as belonging to the Pri- 
mary only).” 

[In connection with the Jyotishioma wo find the sentence — 
‘ Shailftnaalprakrarm pract, OaMrvimrMimgrem, frin(;.afjaghanem inati 
i^akshyamahc ’ ; and with regard to this there arises the quastion as to 
whether the Altar, the Details of whose moasiireinents are herein 
laid down, belongs to the Primary as well as its .Subsidiaries, or to the 
Primary only.] 

And on this question, wo have the following— 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

“ In accordance with the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing 
Adhikaram, the Saumika Attar is .regarded .is belonging to the 
Primary .Sacrifice only; specially as the sentence ' lyati (yikshyamahe 
'■ lojahkarlma’ distinctly shows that it is laid down for that which one 
'■ ■ desires to do.’ Because what one ‘ desires to do ’ is the Primary, 
which leads to a de.sirable result,— and not the Hubsidiaries, which, 
“thougli not directly ‘desired to be done,’ are yet done as helping 
“ the accomplishment of the Primary.” 

Before having completed this Adhikmam, by putting forward the 
Siddlmnia, the Author starts another discu.ssion. 



ADHIKARANA (4). 

[The Touching belongs to the Primary as well as the Subsidiaries.] 

SUtra (8): So also (on account of connection) with Name, (the 
Touching should be regarded as belonging to the Pri- 
mary only).” 

[In connection with the Dar^>a Purmimsa we find the senteiice-- 
‘ Calurhotra paurnarmsiinahhimr^et, fancahotra Amavasyam * (‘ Catur^ 
hoiri' is that name of the Mantra ' Ffthim hota, etc,,' emd Pancaholri 
of * Agnirhoia, etc,, etc/). And with regard to this there arises tiio 
question as to whether the Touching herein laid down belongs to the 
Primary as well as the Subsidiaries, or to the Primary only.] 

And on this question, we have the following — 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

** Inasmuch as the words ‘ Paurnamasl ' and ‘ Amdvdsya ' apply 
to the Primary Sacrifices only, even though they might be applicable 
“ to the Subsidiaries in accordance with the Sutra III — i — 18, yet — they 
are applied to the offering materials used at the Primary Sacrifices. 
Consequently it is the Offering material used at the Primary Sacrifice 
“ only that is to be touched with the Caturhotri and the Pancahoiri 
“ Mantras/' 

SIDDHANTA (of the former Adhikarana), 

SUtra (9) : The Result is declared as followinn from the 
Primary as performed along with the Subsidiaries ; 
and hence the ^ desire to do ^ would be related to all 
of them. 

In as much as the Altar is a particular place, and flace and time 
are laid down for the Primary together with its Subsidiaries, the Altar 
(the details of whose measurement are laid down in the sentence 
fShaUfm^atpraOiama, etc/) belongs to all the Sacrifices (the Primary as 
well as the Subsidiary). 

As for the mention of the ‘ desire to do/ that too must be taken 
as pertaining to the Primary together with the Subsidialrios, as the 
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fulfilment of the Result depends upon the due performance (of the 
Primary together with its Subsidiaries) . 

Consequently, the Altar being regarded as belonging to the 
Primary as performed along with the Subsidiaries, it might belong to 
these latter also. And hence the making of the Altar would be 
necessary at the Nirudhapa^u and other such Sacrifices, which are the 
Subsidiary Modifications of the Agnhhomtya. 

SIDDHANTA (of the latler Adhikaram), 

Sutra{\0) : Because the ^ Touehliuj^ Is spoken of as an 
aeeessovy^ it must be regavded fts peidaiai ng to alt 
[,Saevi flees), 

[There should bes a Touching of the Materials of the Suijsidiarv 
Sacrifices also, with the Caturhotri and the Pancahotri Mantras ; because 
the Accusative ^ding in ‘ Paurnanidmri ' and ‘ Amdvmymi ’ indicate? 
that the * Touching ’ is an action done as accessory to the perh)rinanco 
of the Paurnamdsl and the Amdodsyd Sacrifices ; and as such it should 
be done at all Sacrifices whereat it would help in these two Sacri- 
fices ; and as a matter of fact, all that is connected with these two 
Sacrifices are regarded as helping in them ; consequently the Touching 
should be done in connection with the offering materials of the Pri- 
mary as well as the Subsidiary Sacrifices. | 

Against this explanation of the Bhdshya we have the following 
objections: ‘^The Declaration, — that ‘because the Accusative ending 
‘‘ indicates the Touching as an accessory action, therefore it must be 
regarded as belonging to all Sacrifices ’ -is not quite relevant. 
“ Because the discussion itself was started on the very supposition 
that the Touching is an accessory ; and as a matter of fact also, the 
Accusative ending, whose denotatio?i follows that of the l)asio nouns 
“ 'PawnamS^ ’ and \Amdvdsyd' (which denote the two Priinary Sacri- 
“ fices), shows that the Touching is of those materials that are used at 
“ the Primary Sacrifices, and as such it could not prove what is desired 
“ by the Siddhdnti. Then as for the fact of the Touching being for the 
“ sake of the Amdvdsya and the Paurnaw.ds% Sacrifices, brought 
forward by the that only supports the Purvapaksha view. ’ 

In view of these objections, we must explain the Siddhdnta in the 
following manner : In the sentence — ‘ PaurnawMsimahhimfcet what the 
word ^ Paurrtama^ * directly denotes is either the particular point of 
Time, ox the Sticrificef or the Sacrifice as qualified by the Time ; but as 
hone, of these can be ‘ touched* the word must bo taken in its secondary 
s^lfieatium And riion, though between the clenotatioa^of the Allix 
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and fche Basic word, it is the former that is the predominant factor, and 
as such the basic noun becomes the subordinate factor (the word 
* Paurmmast* being taken as indicating the Sacrifice qualified by the, 
particular point of Time), — yet, in as much as the latter also is not 
recognized as capable of being touched, there arises a confused sort of 
an idea as to the Touching applying to all such Sacrificial accessories as 
the Sruva, etc. (which are found to be capable of being touched) ; and 
hence it becomes necessary to seek, somewhere else, for the means of 
ascertaining to which particular object the Touching applies ; and, for 
the sake of arriving at a definite conclusion, we must take the denota- 
tion of the basic noun (‘ Paurnamdsi ') to be the principal factor, as 
standing need of the other factors, and as being the first to be cognised 
(and hence incapable of being taken in the secondary sense) ; and 
hence it is the subordinate factor of the Accusative ending that has to 
be taken in the secondary sense of the Locative, the word * Paurm- 
mdsim * being taken in tlie sense of ' Paurnammydin * \ as it is tlie 
Locative, that is wanted by the Principal factor, — the particular ohjed 
to be touched being the Offering Material as indubitably pointed out by 
the fact of the sentence occurring in connection with that. Con.'-e- 
qucntly the sentence must be taken as restricting the Touching to th(? 
particular time or performance (of the Paurnarndd Sacrifice as a whole) ; 
and consequently there should be a Touching of every one of the 
materials used at that Sacrifice (whether in connection with the 
Frimaiy or its Subsidiaries). 

Even if the word ^ Paurnamdsi^ were to indicate the offering 
material, then too, in a.s much as it would indicate the help accorded 
to it (by the Touching), this Touching could not but be rega,rded as 
belonging to all the olTering materials. 



ADHIKAPvANA (5). 


[The Tnitialory Rile and the Hacrijlcial Fee pertain to the Primary 
only.] 

Siitrdill) ' The Initiation and the Fee pertain to the 
Primary only; heetiUAe of the Direct Deeia ration to 
that effect, 

I In connection with the Jyolishtoma there are laid down three 
Initiation!^/’ and also the Sacrificial fee of a hundred and twelve ; 
and with regard to these there arises the question as to whether these 
Initiations and the Sacrificial Fee pertain to the Primary together 
with the Subsidiaries, or to the Primary alone. And on this point we 
have the following— 

PURVAPAK8HA. 

“In as much the Men (performing the Sacrifices) are equally 
related to the Primary and the Subsidiaries, the Initiations and the 
“ Sacrificial Fee also pertain to all of these.] 

“ There is an initial objection to the form of the Purvapal^sha, on 
“the ground of the ease of the Initiations being subject to the law 
“ enunciated in Sutra III — vii — 6. But some people support it in the 
“ following manner ; In all such actions, as the Purchase oj Soma^ etc., 
* we find the Agent laid down as ' dlkshita' (‘ initiated') ; and it is a 
“ well known fact that the Initiations serve the piu’pose of bringing 
“about this character of the ‘Initiated'; and this character is laid 
“ down an Accessory for every one of the actions ; hence the Initia- 
“ tions come to be regarded as pertaining to the Primary as well as the 
' Subsidiaries. 

■^As for the Sacrificial Foes, they serve the purpose of obtaining 
“ the good services of the Priests ; and this winning of their good will 
“ helps in the performance, by reason of there being a desire, on the 
“ part of the Master, to obtain the aid of such Priests. And hence, in 
“ accordance with the Law of the Sutra 111— vii— 7, the Fees come to be 
“ related to the Performance of the Primary along with the Subsidiary 
'‘Sacrifices; and hence they must be regardqji as belonging to all 
“ of these.^' * 
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‘‘Then again, it Js a perceptible fact that the Priests, obtained 
“ by means of the payment of the Sacrificial Fee, perform the Subsi- 
“ diary Sacrifices also ; otherwise if the Fee pertained to the Primary 
“ only, the Priests, being paid for performing the Primary only, would 
“ not have performed the Subsidiaries ; while as a matter of fact wo 
find that the Master does not pay them for performing the Primary 
“ only (as that would not serve his purpose) ; hence it must be admit 
ted that the Fee is related U> every one of tlicse Actions, which 
“ the Priests are made to perform by means of the payment of the 
“ Fee. This fact of the Performer being common to all the Actions 
“ will be fully explained in Adhyaya XI. For these reasons, it must 
“ be admitted that the Sacrificial Foe pertains to all the Sacrifices 
“ (i'rimarv as well as Subsidiary).’' 

SIDDHANTA. 

The Initiations and the Sacrificial Foe belong to the Primary 
Sacrifice only, because of such direct declarations as—' DlkshSk soma- 
sya,* ‘ Dakahindh somasya,' As for the Injunction with regard to the 
‘ Initiated ’ in connection with the Subsidiaries, it must be taken as 
referring to the Person who has been ‘ initiated ' at the Primary 
Sacrifice ; as otherwise we would have to have recourse to a most 
useless Secondary Indication. We shall show later on (in Adhydya 
XII) that the Fees, while really pertaining to the Primary, help in 
the Subsidiaries, only incidentally (by ‘ Prasamja ’). 

Sutra {12) : Also Oer.atise of texts showinn the ahseare of 

these fat the Subsidiaries;, 

In connection with the Nirudha pa^uydga we have the sentence 
'yat s/indho jukoti $d 'sya Dlkshd, — which says that the factor of 
Initiation is supplied by the Shadholrihoma ; and this distinctly show8 
that there is iio real Initiation at this yaga (which is a Subsidiary) ; 
while if the Initiation were equally related to all — the Primary as well 
as the Subsidiaries, — then we would have the real Initiation itself 
applicable to the N irTidhapa^.uydga \ and there would no need of a 
makeshift as declared in the text quoted. 

Objection : “ As no Initiation would, according to. you, be required 
“(by the iSHrudhapaQuydga) the laying down of any makeshift, in 
“ regard to it, would be absolutely useless,-^even if it were not a 
“ Subsidiary Sacrifice.” 

Reply : This does not afiect our position ; because, in as much as 
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at the Original bacrjfice of the Nirndhapavyuijag^^ tlie Initiation, which 
was due to some other Actions, was found to be of use, — if it wore to be 
wholly absent at the Niriidhapatyuydga, by rtiason of this latter not 
being the means of the appearance of Initiations, there would be 
suspicions regard the perfect completion of this latter Sacrifice ; and 
hence there would be a distinct use for tlie declaration of the makeshift. 
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ADHIKABAISIA (6). 

[The Inner Altar is not related to the Postr^ 

Sutra ( 13 ) : The A Itar is related to the Post.^\ 

In connection with the Jyotishioma we find the sentence — * Ardha- 
mantarvPJi minoti, ardham vahirvPdi,' And with regard to this there 
arises the question as to whether it lays down a part of the Inner 
Altar with reference to the Post, or it only indicates that point 
where the Inner Altar meets the Outer. 

Objection : In as much as the fact of the Altar pertaining to all 
Sacrifices has been already established (in Ad hi. 3), it is not right to 
“ introduce the present Adhikarana here.’’ 

Reply : The former Adhikarana should be taken as preceded by the 
present one ; because when the Altar will have been cognixed^ through 
Syntactical Connection, as subservient to the Post^ wherefore should 
arise any question as to what the Altar is subservient. Whereas, 
when the mention of the Altar has been shown to be indicative of a 
particular place (as is done in the present case) then naturally arises the 
question (considered in Adhi. 3) as to what the Altar is Subservient to. 

On this former question, we have the following — 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

Setting aside the indication of the Context, the Altar must be 
regarded, through Syntactical Connection, as belonging to the Post \ 
“ otherwise it would be necessary to have recourse to Secondary Indica- 
tion. And so long as we do not find any incongruity in the word 
“ ‘ Inner Altar ' being taken in its direct primary signification, we have 
** no reason to have recourse to Secondary Indication. Consequently, 
“the general declaration — • Jyati gakshydmahe, etc,^ being taken as 
“ pertaining to the particular case of the Post, the Altar should be 
“ taken as subservient to the Post. 

“ Or, in accordance with the pvBviom Adhikarana (3), the Altar 
“ being taken as Subservient to the Jyotishtoma together with all its 
“ Subsidiaries, there would arise the question as to whether, or not it 
is subsejpvient to th^ Post. (And on this too, we wou^^^ the 
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Objection : ■ The very fact of its being subservient to all shows 
“ that it is subservient to the Post also ; and as such there can be no 
use in any enquiry on this point.’ 

Reply : The Subservience to the Post is not proved by the 
'‘ subservience to the subsidiaries of the Jyoiishioma; as the Post is 
“ subsidiary to the Popw-sacrifice (and not to the Jyotishpina) ; and 
“ what has been proved in the previous Adhikaram is that the Altar 
“ is subservient to the JyoHshtoma together with its subsidiaries, and 
“ not that it is so to the -sacrifice. 

“ Objection : ‘ It may be that the Altar is subsidiary to the Pa(^u- 
“ >Saon^ce itself, which makes it over to the subsidiaries of the Jyotish^ 
“ tomaP 

“ Reply : This would have been possible if the Altar, by itself, 
“ belonged to the PaQU-Sacrifice ; as a matter of fact, however, it 
“ comes into this latter, through the Primary Sacrifice; and hence it 
“ must be taken as resting in the Pa^Ji -sacrifice itself (and could not be 
“ relegated to the Subsidiaries). And when it is found tliat an Altar 
“ is necessary at the PaQu-sacrifice, it is the Altar of the Soma-sacrifice 
“ (JyoHshtoma) that enters into it, through Implication, after having 
“ precluded the entrance of the Altar of the Dar^a-Purmmasa. And 
“ this Altar of the Soma-sacrifice is used only for certain purposes in 
*■ connection with the Original Primary sacrifice. The measuring of the 
Post spoken of in the sentence in question, is not, in any wa3^ con- 
“ neoted with the Primary sacrifice ; and as such, it could not pertain to 
the Post. Consequently, in as much as there would be no possibility 
“ of the entrance of the sacrificial Altar (at the Pa^u-Sacrifice), the 
'' measuring^ spoken of as inner or outer, would apply to the ordinary 
conception of place ; and hence the sentence in question must be 
token as laying down the Inner Altar as the particular place (where 
“ tbe measuring of the Post is to be done) [and as such the Altar must 
“ be regarded as subservient to the Post].” 

To the above, we make the following reply 

SIDDHANTA. 

«fl«m(14): (The Sentence must be taken as laying down) 
merefj/ a particular point (of space) ; because it is 
^^ttntaetieally connected with that which is riot 
meant to be enjoined (according to you)- 
: The two w^ords ‘ Aniarvedi^ and ‘ VahirvMi ’ indicate tlie middle 
point; and the sentence does not lay down an> relation of subser- 
yieiicy Altar and the Post), Ikeause in all casCB' the 
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mention of that which has already served its purpose is accepted 
as being for the sake of the specification of Time and Place; and 
in the case in question we find that both the Altar and the Post 
have already served their purposes elsewhere. If the sentence in 
question had laid down the relation of Subserviency, then we could take 
either the Altar to be subservient to the Post, or vice- versa. As 
a matter of fact, however none of these is possible; (1) because 
each has had its requirements fulfilled ; (2) because any such relation- 
ship would involve the assumption of an imperceptible result ; and 
(3) lastly, because of its occasioning a syntactical split. That is to say, 
the Post which is used for the lying of the animal does not stand in 
need of the Altar \ and the Altar too, being used as the scat of the 
Performer and as the place for the keeping of the offering material 
and its accessories, does not stand in need of the Post, which occupies 
only a thousandth (very small) part of its space. Nor are these two 
capable of producing any visible effect in each other. Then again, the 
factor of ‘ Ardham vahirvMi ’ cannot be meant to be enjoined ; as 
according to you, it is capable of neither Injunction nor a descriptive 
Reference ; while according to you it is necessary to take this also 
as Enjoined ; because until we have both (' ArdhamaniarvHi * and 
*ArdhamvahirvHi *) distinctly enjoined, we could not get at the specifi- 
cation of the particular point in the Post (i.e, the point where the Inner 
meets the Outer Altar). Specially as (according to you) the whole of 
the Post being recognised as to be measured either inside or out, the 
sentence * Ardhamantarvedi ' serves to enjoin the measuring of half of 
it as to be done at the Inner Altar ; and then the measuring of the 
second half being doubtful, the other sentence could not but be taken 
as serving the. same purpose with regard to this other half ; and thus 
there being a multiplicity of objects enjoined, there would be a distinct 
Syntactical Split ; and also there would be the further complication of 
connecting the verb ‘ Minoii ' both ways ; and lastly, a part will have 
to be taken as a mere descriptive reference to what already exists. 

Objection: “The connection of one half of the Post with the 
“ Inner Altar having been enjoined by the former sentence, there 
“being no Injunction with regard to the other half, it would come 
“ to be dealt with at the Outer Altar/' 

Reply : This would have been the case if there wore a possibility 
of the Post being dealt with either at the Inner Altar, or at the 
Outer Altai', exclusively. That is to say, if the whole of it were 
cognised as to be dealt with at the Inner Altar, then the mention 
of the other half over*^ again would serve to preelude th6 other halt 
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from the Inner Altar, and connect it vvitli the Outer one; and 
conversely, if the whole were cognised as to be dealt with at the 
Outer Altar, the mention over again of the other half would connect 
this with the Inner Altar, to the preclusion of the Outer one. As a 
matter of fact, however, we find neither of those to be the case; and 
hence the sentence ‘ Ardhamaniarvedi * must be taken as ‘ Ardhaimn- 
tarvedyBva' (/ half of it is dealt with at the Inmr Altar only"), and 
not as ^ Ardhameva antarvedi " (‘ only half is to bo dealt with at the 
Inner Altar "). And thus nothing definite being known with regard to 
the other half, this latter could, sometimes, be dealt with at the Inner 
Altar also ; and hence there could bo no dealing with the Outer Altar 
exclusively. 

Objection: “In case the whole of the Post be dealt with at 
“ the Inner Altar, wo could not have the Injunction in the form of 
“ *Ard1iam, etc" (which mentions only ‘ one half 

Reply: Why could we not have it in this form, when wliat it 
lays down is the fact of one half of the Post being dealt with 
always at the Inner Altar, while it does not preclude the Outer 
Altar (with regard to the other half). 

For these reasons we conclude that both the sentences together 
lay down a pariicuhr point of space, qualified by both (the Inner 
and the Outer Altar), — the point where the one meets the 
other—(as the place where the Post is to be dealt with). And 
in this manner, there would be no Syntactical Split. 



ADHIKARAUA (7). 

[The Havirdhana is not subsidiary to the SamidMui,] 

SUtva (16): In m much as the Havirdhana Carts 
“ are mentioned in the sentence-^ Samidhenlstada 
*^nvahuh 9 ^—they must be ref/arded as subservient 
“ to the Snmidhenis*^' 

In connection with the Jyoiishtoma we find the sentence ' Ul yuf 
Hunvanti Samidhlnlstadanvahvh * (the meaning of which is that ‘ out 
of the two Havirdhdm carts that one should be connected with the 
SamidMnU neat which the Soma pounding is done ’). And with regard 
to this we have the same Question, the same processes of reasoning and 
the same conclusion as in the previous Adhikaram. [That is to say, 
the question being as to whether the sentence lays down the Havirdkdm 
as subsidiary to the Sdmidhlnls, the sense being that ‘ the SdmidtiUnl 
verses are to be recited as qualified by the HavjidhSna/ or the men- 
tion of the Havirdhana only marks out the place for the recitation of 
the Sdmidhems,--wei have the former alternative as the Purvapaksha, 
and the latter as the Siddhanta,] 

Objection : “ Under the circumstances, why should not the present 
‘‘ case have been included in the previous Adhikarana ? ” 

Reply : Because in the present case the two alternatives are not 
distinctly mentioned. That is to say, in the present case we do not 
find that the factor in question is ‘ enjoinable ’ for us, and ‘not enjoina- 
ble ' for our opponent. 

Question : “ In that case, how do you establish your Siddhanta ? 
Answer : In the following manner : 

SUtva (16) : (The sentence must be taken as laying down) mere 
place ; as the Havirdhmia serves a dlsttnetly visible 
purpose for the Soma. 

As a matter of fact we find that the Havirdhana hm its use 
Justified by its serving the purpose of bolding the / for 

the Sdmidhim verses, the purpose that they serve is already known 
to consist of the kindljog of the 6ro at the Original Piim^ry Sacrifice ; 
vand hence these too do nof stand in need of any relation 
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servieucy (betweeu the Havirdliana ami the SnmhiMms), Thou again, 
if we were to take the sentence, which lays down a particular 
relationship of Havirdhdna, as indiesating its capability of a general 
relationship,— then, we would have the same Syntactical Split that we 
found in the Agn^yyadhikaram {II— iii— 25). If we were to avoid 
this Syntactical Split by taking the general relationslup to be Implied 
by the Particular y — then M'e would be faced by the fa(?t of there 
being no Apparent Inconsistency of the general relationship, which 
is got at by the method of the Siddhdnta (and thus in absence of this 
Apparent Inconsistency nothing could Justify the said iinplioatioii 
of the general by the Particular) That is to say, any one of the 
two Havirdhdna carts are recognised as making a place in connection 
with the original Sacrifice, (and in this way the said general relation- 
ship is duly established) ; and hence it be(?omes a comparatively easy 
matter for the sentence to lay down merely the specialisation of that 
relationship. For this reason also, we must take the sentence as 
indicating the place. 

SUtra (17) : The name also points to the same fact (as 
before). 

The name ‘ Havirdhdna ’ can apply to that which serves no 
other purpose than the holding (of the Homa) ; and hence the Havir- 
dhdna cart comes to be regarded as belonging to the Soma ; otherwise 
(if the cart wore related to the Sdmidhenis) we would have the name 
‘ SdmidhAmdhdna.' 



ADHIKARAISTA (8) 

[The Subsidiar}^ Sacrifices are to be performed through others.] 

SHtra ( 18 ) : “ In as much as the Result laid down per- 
** tains to the actual Performer^-^as xwinted out hy 
^*the Serixdure^—the Result could accrue only when 
*'the performance would be done by the Master 
“ himself 

Henceforward we shall treat of the question of contradiction, 
or otherwise, of Name to the other five (Direct Declaration and 
the rest), — the main question to be dealt with being, in what way 
such names as * Rota" ^hautram* and the like serve the purpose 
of pointing out the particular Performers and Actions. But before 
taking up this question, we first take up an introductory discussion ; 
because it is only when we have many such Performers (at a Sacrifice), 
as the Half and the like, that we can have any discussion as to 
how they are to be employed at the Sacrifice. For if all the actions in 
connection with the Sacrifice were to be done by the Master himself, 
then there would be no room for other performers ; and hence there 
could be no occasion for a discussion as to the compatibility or other- 
wise of the fact of certain Names indicating the fact of certain other 
persons performing certain actions in connection with the Sacrifice. 

As the basis of this Discussion, we can take such Sacrifices 
as the Dar^a-Purnamasa and the like, which lead to distinct results, 
and at which certain Sacrificial Fees are given. And in regard to 
these, there arises the question as to — (A) whether all actions are 
to be done by the Master himself; (B) or it is the Primary action 
alone that has to be performed always by himself (while the others 
might be performed by himself, or by others) ; (C) or, the Primary 
must necessarily be done by the Master, the rest are to be as 
necessarily done by others (and never by the Master himself). 

On this question, we have the following— 

PtJRVAPAKSHA (A). 

** All the actions ^hould be done by the Master himBeli ; because 
the Atman^pada ending (in the word * TayWa*) found iathe lUtJuhc- 
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“ tion of the Performanoe of the Sacrifice as a whole, distinctly shows 
“that it is the Person desiring the result that is the Performer in 
“ connection with the Bhavand (of the Sacrifice as a single whole) 
“ with all its accessories ; and hence if he should leave off the perform- 
ance of the slightest action, he would not receive the aid that 
“ that action would be calculated to impart ; and (inasmuch as this 
“ would create an imperfection in the final Result) it is necessary 
“ that it should be performed by himself. Then again, of the 
“ Result that is being brought about (by means of the Sacrifice), 
‘•it is the Master that is spoken of as the ‘Producer,' * Prompter/ 
“ Then as for the names ‘ Hotf * and the like, they belong to the 
“ Master himself, as performing the several actions in course of the 
“ Sacrifice, — in accordance with the Law of the Sutra (111 — vii — 23)." 

PtJRVAPAKSHA (B). 

Sutra (19): It in only the Primary Action that must 
be performed by the JHaster ; tvhite as for the Sub-, 
sidiaries of that PrUnary^ they could be per-, 
formed either by the Master^ or by some oth^r 
^^t/ersonJ^ 

“ The affix (Aimanepada), appearing after the Root which signifies 
“ the Primary Sacrifice only, points out that Sacrifice alone os to be 
“ performed by the person desiring the Result (i.c. the Master) ; as for 
“ the other Sacrifices (the Subsidiaries) it indicates the mere accomplish- 
‘ ‘ ment, without pointing to the necessity of tlieir being performed 
“ by any particular person. Consequently these latter might bo per. 
“ formed either by the Master, or by the Priests (there being no res- 
“ triction as to who should perform them), 

“ Objection : ‘ Inasmuch as it is necessary for the Subsidiaries 
“ to be performed by the same Person as the Primary, we must regard 
the Master himself as the performer of these also.* 

Reply : Not so ; because in regard to the Subsidiaries, the 
Master is spoken of as the * Performer,’ on account of his being the 
Director of their performance. If the (mental) * giving away * of the 
“ materials (in connection with the Subsidiaries also) were done by 
‘‘somebody else, there would be nothing that would be done by the 
“ Master ,v and hence this much is always done by him. And when 
“he has done this much, if he gets the other details performed by 
v^ther persons paid for their services, he does ly^t altogether lose the 
fili^PiOter o*f the ‘ Performer.’ 
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Some people oflfer the following explanation : ‘ The Aimarapada 
“always denotes the operation of the Director (and not that of the 
^‘ Performer), That is to say, the Atmanipada ending, which is laid 
down as to be used in the case of the result of Actions pertaining to 
“the actual Performer of that Action, has always the sense of the 
'' Causative {yajeta-yajayati)y — its denotation consisting in the paying 
“ for the services that the other person is directed to render. Thus it 
“ is that, in the case of actions performed by persons directed to do 
“ them, we find the Paraamaipada, expression yajanti ydjakah ; while 
* ' in the case where what is meant to be expressed is only the operation 
‘'of the Director, we have the Atman^pada expression yajate 
“ yajamamh,' 

“This explanation, however, is not admissible; because if such 
“ were the case, then the Primary Sacrifice also Avould, somehow or 
“ other, have to be performed through others ; as the Master would 
“ not obtain the Result of that which he would perform himself (as on 
account of the special explanation of the Aimampada, the Results 
“ accruing to him would be only those of the Actions of which he would 
‘‘ be the Director, and not the Performer), Then again, if the Master 
‘‘ should perform the Primary Sacrifice, such performance would be 
“ aided and prompted by the operations of the Priests; and as such 
“ the Parasmaipada expressing the operations of the Priests, as 
“ prompting the Action of the Master, should have to be taken in 
“ the sense of the Causative , — and not the Atrmnlpada word (expres>s- 
“ ing the operation of the Master himself). Consequently, it ivS on the 
“ strength of the former explanation, that we conclude that the Actions 
“ other than the Primary, could be done either by the Master himself, 
“ or by other persons engaged by him. 

“ But in that case also, it will be necessary to explain, how it is 
“ that the BhdvanS being expressed by the (Injunctive) AflBx, and 
“ recognised, through Proximity, as to be performed by the person 
“ desiring the Result (the Nominative, as well as the BhSvanS, is denoted 
“ by the affix, and hence the proximity ), — the Nominative agency (with 
“ regard to the accomplishment of this Bhavam) is restricted to the 
“ Instrumental factor (of the ya(fa) only. 

“in view of this difficulty, we mast explain as follows : The 
Atman^pada does not lay down the fact of the Action being per- 
“ formed by the Person desiring the Result ; as the Person, who becomes 
related to the Result, is one the fact of whose beihg the Performer is 
“ liuplied by the Bhdvifna ; and hence the Result could not betaice i^-^ 
“ self to any person Other than the actual Performer ; but M 



atJBSIDIARliffS PERFORMED BY OTHERS. 1619 

“ tinio, there could be no incongruity in certain actions being done by 
“ persons other than the one who desires the Result. And this absence 
“ of incongruity shows that with regard to the Subsidiaries there is no 
‘V restriction as to their being performed either by the Master himself 
“ or by other persons engaged by him.’* 

SIDDHANTA. 

SiitvOf Other pevsimn would perform (the Subsi- 

diaries); heenuHe of the declaration of * Purchase' 
(’Payment for services to be rendered 
apply to the Master himself. 

We find the Veda laying down the gifts of the ' AnvahSrya,* the 
'hundred and twelve/ etc., etc., as fees paid Cor services rendered in 
connection with Sacrifices, — as will be fully explained under JSiitra 
^ Parihrayarlham va karmasanujogal' The 'Purchase* 

C Payment *) is, by its very nature, done with regard to another Person, 
and not to one’s self ; as it is not possible for payment to be made to 
one’s self. Consequently, if, at sometime, the Master himself should 
perform the Subsidiaries, — there could be no ‘ Payment for services * 
that case, as any such would be an absolute impossibility ; and this 
would be a direct infringement of the Injunction of this ' Payment * 
as a necessary factor in connection with the Subsidiaries. Hence with 
a view to preserve the universality and necessary character of this 
Injunction, it is absolutely necessary to get hold of such Performers 
(for the Subsidiaries) as are capable of being pM Cor the Services they 
would render. And thus it must be admitted that in certain oases (i.e. 
those of the Primary Sacrifices) the Master would perform directly by 
himself, while in others (i,e. those of the Subsidiaries) he would per- 
form, indirectly (having them performed by others), by paying for 
their services. 

As for the Aimanipadxi, it should bo taken as resting in the 
Bftavand connected with the said ‘ Payment for services and hence 
there could be no incongruity in the Result of the Actions pertaining to 
a Performer sucli as has been just pointed out (as performing some 
actions directly, and others indirectly through others). 
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[The number of the Priests engaged at Sacrifices is limited.] 

8iitra(21 ) : The ntimhev of the peii* former swonld heim- 
plieil by the nature of the Action itself; and hence 
“ there can be no specification of the exact number ; 
'specially as no special purpose could be served by 
"such specification 

[On the question of the exact number of Persons to be engagetl 
for the performance of the Subsidiaries, we have the following] — 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

“ As the ‘ Purchase ’ could be done by the engagement of one as 
“ well as two Priests, hence there can be no restriction as to the number 
** of such Priests. 

Or again, the fact of having the same performer as the enjoyer of 
the Result being found, through co-extensiveness and the A.tm%nepadii 
“ affix, to be applicable to the performance of the Sacrifice as a whole, 
“ — we can set aside only that much of this fact, as would be necessary 
" for the due observance of the Injunction of ‘ Purchase ’ And as 
‘‘ this Injunction would bo duly observed by a single Person perform- 
“ ing any one of the Actions (for * payment *), we cannot set aside 
any more than that.’* 

SIDDHANTA. 

smra (22) : There should be only as many performers 
as there are actions tvith names (indicating special per- 
formers) ; because of the direct declaration of every 
one of them being different. 

Inasmuch as the Injunction that we have is that of the BJiavam 
connected with Actions whose performers are distinctly pointed out by 
means of different names, --it should also be taken as laying down that 
there should be an engagement (or appointment) of as many Priests as 
there are such names. That is to say just as the Name serves the pur- 
pose of differentiating Actions, — as shown under II — ii-*22, — so 

would it also serve to differentiate the Performers ; and hence it must 
be admitted that the nu mber of the Priests to be engaged should bo the 
same as thiat of the names (of Actions). 
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8iltra i2Z) \ Ohjection: A single person could be taken 
« (as the Performer of all the Actions) ; ns the names in- 
**Mcate a diversity of actions only (and not of the Per- 
formers).'* 

The names are found to apply to Persons, as employed in certain 
“ definite operations, and not by ordinary convention ; and hence, 
“like the YUpa, etc,, they are alwa 5 ^s to be taken as characterised by 
these operations. And hence, the names ‘ Hofy ' and the rest, 
“ being similar to the word * pacaka/ etc,, they could apply to one and 
“ the same person, as performing the various Actions (iridicatod 
“ by these Names) ; and as such there could be no diversity of 
“ Performers (on the ground of the diversity of Names)/' 

Sutra. (24) : B^eply : Not so ; as (the Performers are distinctly 
mentioned) in the Orif/inaiive Injunctions (of the 
Actions^ prior to the actual appearance of the Actions them^ 
selves). 

If the Names in question were found, either at the time of 
the actual engagement in the Action, or after such engagement, 
then, in that case, they may not serve to differentiate the Performers. 
As a matter of fact, however, we find that the Appointment, being 
of such persons as are sitting unemployed consists of a request to 
take up the performance of a certain action ; and it is in connection 
with these Appointments, that we find the Names (of Priests) men- 
tioned, — e.g, in the sentences ‘ Brahmanam vfmla' ‘ Holdram vrmta* 
and so forth. And at this juncture we do not find any other reason 
(than the diversity of Performers) for the diversity of these names ; 
and then again, the Appointments too, laid down in the aforesaid 
Sentences, are to be taken as distinct and diverse, — according to 
the Sutras II— ii — 2, and II — ii— 23. And on account of the diversity 
of these Appointments, we must admit of a diversity among those 
that are appointed ; and hence the number of the Priests appointed 
should be regarded to be the same as that of the Appointments. 
Then, as for the Names, in as much as they are not found to 
^PPly Ijo the Persons, before the Appointments, as they are used as 
well-established names only after the Appointments have been made, 
it must be admitted that the Names are due to (and based upon) these 
Appointments only. And it is only natural that a diversity of the 
Cause (Appointment) should give rise to a diversity in the oSects 
{the Appointed Priests). # 

Then again, inasmuch as the AppoirUment of a Priest serves 
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only a visible purpose (and does not bring about any transcendental 
results), several Appointmenia could not be made with regard to 
one and the same person ; because one who has been once appointee) 
(engaged for service) need not be appointed over again. Then again, in 
as much as the various persons, laid down in the originative Injunc- 
tion, as to be Appointed, can neither be rejected, nor taken as 
optional alternatives, nor as all at once conjointly,— one sentence 
(laying down the appointment of a certain person) could not be 
connected with the Person appointed in accordance with another 
Sentence ; and for this reason also, the Appointments must be regard 
ed as distinct and diverse. 

Then again, we find all these Appointments laid down simul- 
taneously by the Sentence laying down the performance of the Sacrifice 
as a whole,— Just like the Holdings of the various Vessels dedicated to 
Indra, Vayu and the rest. And the mention of these appointments 
means the mention of all the Priests (appointed). And thus it is 
established that there should be as many distinct Priests as there arc 
Appointments. 

The Bhaahya says—* TasmMuWdm varanl sanklrtanam, m 
vidhih* But this statement does not seem to be quite proper ; 
as there could be no restriction (of number) with regard to those 
Appointments that are not enjoined. Nor could this justify out 
taking all the Sentences (* Brahrmnam v^nita,* ‘ liotdrann vfntla,' 
etc.), as syntactically connected, and leading to a result in the shape 
of the cognition of the Number — which is obtainable by the much 
easier method of taking the Sentences collectively. Consequently 
it must be admitted that the Number is laid down, at the very outset, 
by the Injunction of the Appointments themselves, as following in 
the wake of these (Appointments) ; and there is no use of differen- 
tiating the Number (from the Appointments). 



ADHIKARAIjrA (10). 

[The CamMdhwryw are distinct Priests.] 

Siitra (26): The CnmasMhvarym ave different (from the 

aforesaid Priests); became of their being named no 

Hueh, 

[At the Jyoliahpma, we have certain priests called the ‘ Cam(m- 
dhvaryus ’ ; and with regard to the.se there arises the question as 
to whether these are included among the Priests dealt with in the 
previous Adhikarana,~the Holf, etc,, or they are distinct from them. | 

And on this question we have the following— 

PtJRVAPAKSHA. 

“ Inasmuch as they are named ‘ Adhmrym,’ they must regarded 
“ to be the Appoinkd Adhvaryu priests themselves, as connected 
“ with the Cwpa (Gamasas).'' 

SIDDHANTA. 

To the above we make the following reply 

(1) Inasmuch as all Names are based upon distinctness,— (2) 
as the Camasadhmryus are mentioned as equally distinct from all the 
other Priests,— (3) as there Is a distinct Appointment laid down for 
these Cama^dhvaryus— they must be regarded as distinct from those 
other Priests, as shown on a previous occasion. 

Though, in reality, the Catnasadhvaryus are appointed by the 
Master himself, yet, they are spoken of as ‘ appointed by the Principal 
Priests,’ because of their being subordinate to these latter. 



ADHIKARAUA (11) 

[There should be a plurality of Gamasadhvaryus,] 

Sutra f26): They must he regarded as many; because of 
their being spoken of as maii j/, in the Originative 
Injunction^ 

[With regard to the Gamasadhmryus there arises the question 
as to whether it is necessary that there should be many of them, or 
it may be that there may be either one or two, or many of them. 
And the latter alternative being the Purva'paksha view, we have the 
former as the Siddhdnta, on the ground of their being spoken of, in 
the Originative Injunction, as ‘ Gamasddhvaryavahy in the Plural.] 



ADHIK ARABIA (12). 

[The number of Gamasadhvaryus must be Ten only.] 

Satra (27): Their number should be Ten; because o/ 

Indications to that effect. 

On the question of the number of Camasddhvaryus. we have the 
following — 

P0RVAPAKSHA. 

“ There being no restriction as to the exact number of the many, 
“ we must accept their number to be Three only, in accordance with 
“ the Sutra * Prathamam vd niyamyUa * (XI — i — 43).*’ 

SIDDHANTA. 

In connection with the DoQapeya Sacrifice, which is a modifica- 
tion of the Jyotishtoma, we have a reference to the Camasddhvaryus as 
being ‘ Ten ’ in number ; and from this we conclude that at the 
original Sacrifice (of the JyoHshtoma) also Ten of them are appointed. 
And further, the fact of these being Ten is always shown by the 
number of Possessors of the Cups, as well as of the Cups themselves, 
being Ten only. 
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ADHIKARANA (13). 

[The ^mitr priest is not distinct from the Principal Priests.] 

SfUm (28) ; *• The Camttr in different from the others, 
“ beemtse of a distinct name being applied to him.’’ 

[With regard to the ^amiif priest, there arises the question as to 
whether he is included among the Priests enumerated before, or he is 
distinct from them. And on this question we have the following — 

PIlRVAPAKSHA. 

“Inasmuch as he is spoken of by means of a distinct word 
“ ‘ Cumita,’ he must be regarded as distinct from the rest. (2) Then 
“ again, in as much as the mention of the ComUr is found to cause an 
“ increase in the number of Priests, he must he regarded as a distinct 

“ Priest. (3) Lastly, we find the sentence— /f/owiom yadya- 

“ brahmanflh sydt,' — which shows that the fact of the Priest 

“ being a Brdhmana is doubtful ; and no such doubt could be possible 
*' if he were one of the Principal Priests (as these are all always 
“ Brahmama — Vide Bufra XII — iv — 41, et aeq).” ] 

SIDDHANTA. 

Siitra (29) : (He is distinct from the rest) beemise of the Con- 
text; speeUdi'jf as the name does not appear in the 
Originative Injunction. 

It is only when a Name appears in the originative Injunction 
that it serves the purposes of differentiation *, and as a matter of 
fact we do not find the name ‘ (Jamitf ’ appearing in any imch 
Injunction ; and consequently this name must be regarded as another 
name for one of the previously enumerated Priests, applied to him on 
account of his performing some action other than his previous one 
(as shown in Nuba III— vii— 23). 

ObjeeOon : " In the course of action we find that the pomtir holds 
“ the neck of the animal, at the time that all the other Priests are 
“ busy performing othei^ appointed duties : and for this reason be 
** hmst be r^rded as distinct from these latter." 
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Reply : This does not affect our case ; because the neck of the 
animal could be held by any one of the Priests that may, at that time, 
have nothing else to do; specially as, at that time, we do not find 
all the Priests to be engaged; this will be explained in detail under 
Sutror^* Itaramanyaetesham yato vtQeshah syat j 

Then, as for the indications of the expression ‘ yadyabrahmanaJi 
etc,,* that cannot prove what is held by the Purvapnksha, as there is 
absolutely no chance of any but Brdhmanas officiating at Sacrifices ; anti 
hence the expression cannot but be taken as referring to the Master 
of the Sacrifice (the sense being that ‘ if the Master of the Sacrifice 
happen to be a Non-Brahmaiia, etc., etc.*). Specially as on account 
of the duties of the Qamiiv being mentioned in the Context of those of 
the Master , they could never be recognised as }>elonging a Non- 
Brdhmam. It might be argued that — ' the duties of the Qumir 
consisting of the killing of the animal, they could not be accepted 
by the Brahmana.” But the same might be said with regard to 
the Non-Brahmana also (who may be as unwilling to do tlic Killitiy), 
In fact, the Non-Brahinana has not many remedies available for 
clearing himself of the sin attaching to him by reason of the killing ; 
and he would be more liable the Sin (and as such much more unwilling 
to do the act). For these reasons, we conclude that, just as the 
^udra (and other Non-Bralimanas) are forced to do »such actions, 
even against their will, — in the same manner, the Br^limfitia, won over 
by various gifts, would do them ; and there would bo no incougruity 
in this. 

In fact it is for these i‘<*asons (of the Pri<?st liaviug to perform 
questionable actions) that the Priestly iDalies are spoken of depre- 
catingly. 



ADHIKARA5IA (14). 

[The Upaga Priest is not distinct from the others.] 

Sutpa (30): The Upagas too are not distinet from the 
rest; because of Indications to that effect. 

[We have the sentence — * Na adhvaryiirupajayU,* which prohibit.'^ 
the Adhvarya officiating as the Upaga ; and this shows that the duties 
of the Upaga are to be performed by one out of these FrinoipaJ 
Priests themselves.] 



ADHIKARANA (16). 

[The Seller of Soma is distinct from the Priests.] 

SUtra (81): The Seller is a distinct person; hecause the 
Action (of selling) is not directly enjoined (in the 
Veda). 

[The Purvapaksha is that the Soma- vendor must he regarded 
as one of the Principal Priests, as he is spoken of along with them. 
The Siddhdnta is that he is a totally dilferent person ; because his 
action is not enjoined.] 



ADHIKARA^JA (16). 

[The Name ‘ Rtvik * does not apply to all the persons engaged 
at the Sacrifice.] 

Sutra (32): ^^Inamuieh as the Action is performed bu 
“ all 9 the name * Ittvlk ^ applies to all equally 

[The question being as to whether all the Persons, that are spoken 
of as engaged in connection with the performance of the Jyotishtoma, 
arc ‘ Rtviks * or only a few among them], — we have the following— 

PORVAPAKSHA. 

The word * Rtvik* being laid down as an arbitrary form (in 
“ PaninVa Sutra III— ii — 69), is used in the sense afforded by the 
“Prefixed word, the Root and the Affix, collectively, — i.c. the word 
“ is explained as * Rtauyajanti yi ie Rtvijah ' (‘ those who perform 
“Sacrifices at appointed seasons’). And if the application of the 
‘'name * Rtvik* were based solely upon this fact (of performinif 
“ Sacrifices at a certain time), then it could not but be regarded as 
“ applying equally to all the persons engaged in the Sacrifice ; and us 
“ such all of them would be Rtviks (or Priests). And for this reasons 
“ the mention of the Number of * Pour/ ‘ Five,’ ‘ Six,* * Seventeen/ 
“ etc., with regard to these, must be taken as mere Arthavada, meant 
•‘ to show that there are many paits of the Sacrifice (performed 
“ by various numbers of Priests).” 

SIDDHANTA. 

SUtra (33) : It cannot be so; because of the preclusion (of 
others besides the Seventeen). 

The expression ‘ Pariaankhjfiamt ’ in the SHira has been explained 
by the BhSahya as referring to the fact of the sentence ^ SaptadoQa 
Rtvijah* being a Preduaive Injunction. There being a possibility 
of the Seventeen 'pevaona^ as well as the others, being eng^ed (as 
Priests), the repetition of “ Seventeen ” could not have been made 
simply for the purpose of laying down that numtfi;^ is 

|oy the puipose of indicating the absence of others *besides the 
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Scvcni€€Uf, In all casas, we find that whenever two things are spoken 
of as bearing some sort of a relationship to each other, the following 
three factors are therein involved : (1) the mere forms of the things ; 
(2) their mutual connection ; and (3) the preclusion of a third thing ; 
and a sentence is always meant to convey the idea of one of these 
factors (according to the wish of the speaker). And in a case where 
either the form of the things or their mutual connection is not 
meant to be expressed, (as in the case in question), vve cannot but 
take the Iniunction as serving the purpose of vredndmj the things 
other than those mentioned. And such oases of Preclusion are 
' entirely free from the aforesaid three Objections (of Svarthapariiyaga, 
etc., pointed out as applying to Preclusions) ; because the direct 
denotation of the declaration (the mere laying down of ‘Seventeen 
Rtviks’) cannot be accepted as the object of Injunction by this 
sentence; as they have been already enjoined elsewhere; and 
hence as w^e did not take it to be an Injunction of what it implies 
(i.e. the Preclusion of others besides the Sev>cnteen), the Injunction 
itself would become absolutely meaningless. 

The Opponent however still accepts the performance of the 
Sacrifice, to be the sole condition of the application of the name 
' Bivik* \ and hence concludes that whoever may be found to fulfil 
that condition must be spoken of as ‘ liivik ^ ; it is with a view’^ 
to all this that we have the passage in the Bhashya Nanu prati- 
shidky^nyUhvapi, etc.” 

In replying to this, the Siddhdnti begins with showing that it 
is the Action that is denied. That is to say, in all cases, the form of 
the 'Agent being incapable of being denied, it is only his action 
or functioning that is denied; for instance, the sentence, ‘he is 
not my son ’ simply means that ‘ he does not perform the duties 
of a son.^ And in the same manner, in the case in question, the denial, 
that is made with regard to others besides the ‘seventeen,’ must 
bo taken to be a denial of the fact of these other persons functioning 
(towards the accomplishment of the Sacrifice),— and not that of the 
mere existence of these other persons. 

It might be argued that— “it is the fact of being appointed 
“that is the condition or basis of the applicatoin of the name; 
“ and as such the citing of the instance of the junctions pertaining to 
“tiUXfeiiis 

But it is not so ; because, in accordance with this theory, the use of 
the lyord is accomplished, solely tbpugh the presence qf 

these lunetionS, ^ 
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Says the Opponent : ** How could the persona * performing (he 
“ sacrifice at particular seasons * he denied to be ^Rtvilcs * ? That is to say, 
“ inasmuch as there can be no denial of the mere existence of these 
persons, the functions too cannot be very easily denied,*' 

With a view to offer the correct reply, the Siddhanti begins with 
the declaration — In that case the word *Rtvik* comes to be of two 
kinds — owe based upon the * performance of Sacrifices at partievhr 
seasons^ and another upon Appointment, etc. The sense of this is 
that if the application of the word ‘ Rtvik * were dependent upon its 
literal etymological meaning (' one who performs sacrifices at certain 
seasons/) then, in that case, it could not but apply to all the persons 
engaged in the sacrifice. As a matter of fact however, its application 
is found to be conditioned by certain purificatory rites and these 
‘ rites * are none other than the Appointment and the offering oj 
certain gifts ; and hence those persons, who, while performing the 
functions (of sacrifice at particular seasons), have not had these 
purificatory rites done to them, cannot be spoken of as * Rtviks.^ 
And as a matter of fact we find that the Master of the Sacrifice 
appoiniSy and ofiers the gifts, to only Seventeen persons; and conse* 
qpently , we could explain the repetition of ‘ Seventeen Riviks * as 
a (tescriptive reference, only if we accepted the application of the 
name * Rtvik * to be based upon these two facts (of Appointment 
and Oifis) ; otherwise this repetition would come to be a partial 
descriptive reference to the < Seventeen Riviks, ' in a form that would 
not be quite true. Consequently the word could not have an unduly 
extensive application (if it were based upon the aforesaid two facts of 
Appointment and Gif i) . 

Objection : “ In that case, we would have a most undesirable 
‘ mutual interdependence, — inasmuch as we would have the Appoint- 
ment and the giving of gifts, of those that are Rtviks ; and these 
“ would be regarded as * Rtviks,' who would receive these AppoinJtments 
‘ and Gifts." 

Reply : This does not affect our position ; because at the very 
outset, we are at once faced by the declaration — ' Those that are 
Rtviks are to be appointed and offered the gifts * ; but when it 
is found that the Rtviks are not so well known in ordinary parlance, 
as the Tree, etc., then we come to understand that * the Rtviks are 
to be created by Appointment ’ just as in the case of the sentence— 
^ weave a piece of cloth out of this yarn/ in as much as it is only 
by that thq Cloth u made, we have the Uf^me * Cloth * 

us^ in view of something that is . yet to come, and yet there is 
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nothiug objootionable in this,— -so too we would have in the case 
in question. 

The same reasoning holds respecting sentencoH— ' 
vpilta, etc.* which lay down the appoint nieiit of particular lUvik. 

li’hus alone could we Justify the Accuisative ending in connection 
with the Riviks that are I'eing appointed. As for the Appointment, 
etc., brijjging about the Rivik^ that would perform the sacrifices, 
it would be serving a distinctly visible purpose, just like the Laying of 
fire (which serves the purpose of bringing in the Sacrificial Fire). 
And it is in view of the order of sequence among the Vedic texts 
bearing on the question, that we come to speak of the Riviks as 
‘ created by Appointment ’ ; «and hence this statement cannot be 
regarded as wholly unknown. 

As a matter of fact however, it is not proper to reject the 
well -recognised fact of the application of the name ‘ Rlvik<i ’ being 
based upon the 'performance of Sacrifices at particular seasons,’ 
on the mere ground of the word being laid down (by Panini) as 
an ‘ arbitrary form.’ Then again, in as much as the ‘ Appointment ’ 
and ‘ the giving of gifts ’ are formed, as related to the well-known 
Htviks, to be directly laid down with reference to those Rtviks,— it is 
not right to subvert the natural order of sequence of the sentences (by 
taking the ' Rtviks ’ as to be ‘ created by the appointment and the 
the argument that, until they are known, the ‘ Rtviks * 
any purificatory rites, — the same may be said 
of the ‘ Appointment ’ also ; as no person could comprehend an 
Injunction where he would be told to do something w'hich he 
does not know. In fact even while the Appointment would be in 
course of operation, the name ‘ Rivik* could not be recognised as 
based upon that Appointment. If, however, it be held that the 
Rtviks arc known by means of the particular order of sequence among 
the Vedic texts, then, in that case, the purificatory rites (of Appoint- 
ment, etc») could be very easily cognised as pertaining to the Rtviks 
duly known by the said means. One who is making the Appointment 
has the following idea present in his mind at the time : ‘ The Rtviks 

are entities that are well known in the Veda; but for me they are 
created by means of Appointment ; as prior to this Appointment, 
no one has recognised them ei,B ^Rtviks/ Or, we might go even far- 
ther, and declare that for the AppoirUer also, the Rtviks have already 
ft prior existence, in the general shape (of the Class 'Rtvik’). It 
is the case with every thing that in whatever particular form it 
may be known, it helps in the operation all the same; speeWly 

ms . 
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as it is not possible for a thing to be known, all at once, in all it.s 
forms. 

Thus then, come to the following analysis of the matter under 
consideration ; (1) * Those that perform the Sacrifices at particular 
seasons, and who perform the Duties of the Adhvaryava, etc., are 
Rtviks *; (2) ‘Those that are capable of such performance are such 
persons, as those devoid of capability are not entitled to the perform- 
ance of any action; (3) in as much as this does not give us any 
definite idea, we come to take them to be * those that are obtained 
by means of Appointment ^ ; (4) then again, " those to whom the gifts 
are given. And it is through all these grades that we arrived at the 
real denotation of the word * Rtvik.* Thus we find that though 
the original denotation of the word consisted of ‘one who performs 
Sacrifices at various seasons,' yet in as much as this is found to 
be inadmissible, it goes on being specialised, until we come to one 
that is admissible and compatible with the rest of the Context ; 
and hence the character of the ^ Riviks' must be regarded as a duly 
established entity, even prior to its being created (by the Appoint- 
ment). 

Then again, we should like to know whether the Appointment 
and the gift create the Rtviks themselves, or the character of the 
* Rivik/ As for the former, they have been already created or 
produced by their parents, and as such do not require to be produced 
again. And as for the character of * Rtvik,* it consists of a particular 
capability, which is brought about by study and hearing of the Veda ; 
and as such this too does not require to be brought about again ; 
we shall show, under the Sutm III — viii — 4, that the Master does 
not create the capabilities of the Priests. Specially as in all cases 
what is created or produced is what does not exist already ; and 
with regard to the Rtviks all that is non-existent, prior to the 
Appointment, is their being won over to x^erform the actions connected 
with the Sacrifice. 

Objectimi: “The Character of "Rtvik^ also does not exist with 
“ regard to the particular persons concerned.*' 

Reply : True ; but that character we do not find to be produced, 
even after the Appointment. If it be urged that whatever is 
produced by the Appointment is the Character of 
that would be nothing else besides their being won ^ is 

the an imperoeptihle entity ; os that alone pem be 

^^garded as imperceptibie whqse iunotions are found to be so. The 
jfunctions which consist of the aocompUahbieri^^ the 
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A ctioD, are tluite perceptible ; and how could this perceptible effect 
he brought about by means of an imperceptible agency ? Specially 
as all that is found to bring about the accomplishment of the action 
is quit© perceptible,— in the shape of Brdfimamhood and the rest. 
The only imperceptible element that there is (i.e. Apurva), is taken 
up, through the context, by the sentence laying down the performance 
of the action as a whole ; and as such it is found to help directly 
in the Action, and not in the bringing about of the character of 
the Rtvika {Adhvaryu and the rest). Nor is this imperceptible 
element (of the Apurva) produced by means of the Appointment 
or Rewarding of the Rtviks ; and hence these two (the Appointment 
and the Gifts) cannot be regarded as the basis (of the signification 
of the word ‘ Rtvik ’). 

As for the Ahavaiilya^ etc., on the other hand, (1) in as much 
as their production is not spoken of in the (present) Context,— (2) 
as the help that they accord is always of the imperceptible (or transcen- 
dental) character, — (3) and as the purifications laid down for them 
are all such as pertain to them before they have been brought into 
existence, — it is only right that they should be spoken of as ‘ to 
be produced.’ Then again, in the case of these consecrated Fires, the 
fIo7m and other actions do not stand in need of a substrate to hold the 
materials that are offered ; and hence it must be admitted that the 
presence of these consecrated Fires brings about a certain transcen- 
dental result ; and as such a result could not bo obtained from the 
orcimavy Rre, we require, for the fulfilment of that result, tlie imper- 
ceptible (transcendental consecrated character of the Fire, Ahavamyatva) . 
For these reasons the case of these Fires cannot be analogous to the 
case in question. 

And furthef, if the imperceptible Rtvik-character were produced 
by the Appointment and the Gift, then at the also (at which 
all the persons engaged are Masters), it would be necessary to produce 
that character in the Masters also ; and in as much as in the sentence, 
laying down the Initiation of these by one another, the persons 
referred to (as to be initiated) are the Masters themselves, as occupy- 
ing the positions of the Adhvaryu and other Priests,— it would be 
ueoessary to have Appointments and Gifts in this case also ; which 
is atbsurd. Because as for the Appointuierit, in as much as it ig 
done simply for the purpose of winning the co-operation of the 
Priests, it could not be done at the Baltra, at which every one of the 
i Viests Musters, it is his own business for every one of them ; (and 
gyeh no is neccs-sary)^ an(f any such Appointment 
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would be directly contradictory to what is said under SMra (X— 

35 ). 

For these reasons it must be admitted that it is for the sake of the 
Action that we have the restrictive rule for the engaging of such person.s 
(as Priests) as have been previously ascertained to have the capability of 
accomplishing that Action. And as for the word 'Rtvik* that too 
comes to be restricted to such capable persons (as have been obtained 
by Appointment and Gifts) as it is only this much that is necessary 
for the peirfection of the Action; and it does not refer to Persons 
other than those, even though they be endowed with the necessary 
capability. At the RaUm however, in as much as it is the Masters 
themselves that officiate as the various Priests, there is no need 
of Appointments and Gifts ; and hence these are not admitted ; and 
the absence of these does not create any discrepancy in the Sacrifice; 
and consequently in this case, the character of the several Priests— 
Adhvaryti and the rest— is accomplished, solely through Capability. 
Jiist as at the Paurnamdsl Sacrifice, even without the Cdhiiapari- 
vasana^ any subtance, that is found capable of removing the Fire- 
embers, comes to be accepted as the ‘ Upavisha/ and the absence 
of the CakMparivdsana does not create a discrepancy. 

Thus then, Just as the case of the sentence ' Yupasya svarnm 
karoti,^ will be explained under Sutra IV — ii — 6 (that the word 

* karoti" means ‘ creates * or ‘ produces ’ obtains or acquires), so would it 
also be in the case in question, according to the Bhashya (i.e. the 

* Varana^ and * Bharawi* would be explained as equivalent to 
‘ obtaining ') . 

SUtra ( 34 ) : Objeetiou : It mif/ht be a partial 
alternative,^^ 

[‘* The sentence 'Seventeen Priests' may be taken as laying down 
‘‘ the particular number as an option^ alternative.' ] 

Sutra ( 35 ) : He ply : It is not so ; because all do not form 
the subject oj treatment. 

It is in connection with the Vai(;mimra-Dmda<;ukapala that 
we have the declaration of the numbers * Eight,' etc. ; and as these 
numbers are not found to be of any direct use in the Actions; 
they caii bo regarded as referring to the different parts of the number 
(‘ *SewenIeen’) of Priests employed; and they serve the purpose of 
eulopising them. In the case in question howwer, we ^do not find 
meiiiLioiied any number beyond ‘Seventeen,’ of which this number 
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(‘Seventeen’) could be regcarded as a part, whose mention could 
serve the purposes of eulogisation. Hence it must be admitted that 
the declaration ‘ Seventeen Priests’ only serves the purpose of recapi- 
tulating the number of Priests employed. 



ADHIKARATJA (17) 

[It is only the Brahma, etc., mentioned in the sentences laying 
down the Initiations and the Sacrificial Fees, that make up the 
' Seventeen Priests.’] 

S^tra (36) : (The number of the Priests) in limtted hy the 
direet deekiration of the sacrt/icial Fees. 

[With regard to the declaration of * Seventeen Priests,’ there 
arises the question as to which are these seventeen.] 

On this question we have the — 

PURVAPAK8HA 

** that, any of the Priests employed at the original Sacrifice may he 
taken as making up the ' Seventeen.’ ” 

SIDBHANTA, 

The number of the Priests is limited by the sentence expressing the 
Co-ordination (of certain Priests with certain factors in the Sacrifice) ; 
and as a matter of fact, we find this Co-ordination, expressed in the 
sentence laying down the order in which the Sacrificial Fees are to be 
paid, pertaining to the Brahma and other Principal Priests, and not to 
be the minor ones, the Camasadhvaryu, etc. Though there may be an 
idea that the well-established character of the Rtvik^ being referred to> 
cannot be thus limited in its scope, — yet the specific limitation in the 
case in question may be accepted as based upon the particular declar- 
ation of the number ‘ Seventeen ’ ; and as this number is found to be 
restricted, by the Veda, to the Brahma, etc., only, we cannot but admit 
that it is these alone that make up the ‘ Seventeen Priests.’ 

SUtra (87) : Alne because it is the Iwitntion of these that 
is laid doimif immedAaU ly after that of the Master 
has been joined. 

We find the sentence ^ye ftujasm ya/uwuMuAV showing 
two words \Tivik ’ (Prie^fet) and * Yajamava - {* Master of th^ Sacrifice ’) 
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apply to the same Persons; and then, the rest goes on to speak of 
the Purificatory Rites of Initiation of the Master as pertaining to the 
Brahma^ eio. way of showing the Order in wdiich tht^se are to receive 
their Feos; and this distinctly shows that the two words are applicable 
to the Seventeen Priests, Brahma and the rest. 

For these reasons, it must be admitted tliat the cliaraoter of the 
" Rtvik' (\.B. the priestly cliaracter) belongs only to such persons as 
are capable of performing the duties of the Brahmxi, etc., and ‘ perform 
the Sacrifices at particular seasons'; and the basis of the denota- 
tion of the word " Rtvik" lies in the ‘performance (jf sacrifices at 
particular sea«oas,’ as done by these persons. Just as though the 
word ' Go * (Cow) literally means •' that ivhich moves ' (‘ gacchatUi 
gauh*), yet its denotation is restricted to that inovimj thing which 
is characterised by the Dewlap, etc. Or again, jnsf as the word * Dhnyyd' 
laid down by Panini {Sutra III — i — 129) as an arbitrary form signi* 
fying the Samidhenis, is restricted to these only and not to any other 
verses, even though the etymological meaning of the vsord (‘ Dhayya') 
may be found applicable to these latter also, — exactly in the same man- 
ner, in the case in question, it must be admitted that the word ‘ Rtvik ’ 
is applicable to the Brahma, etc., alone as performing Sacrifices at 
partimlar seasons, and not to all that might perform such Sacrifices. 



ADHIKARANA (18). 

[It is the Master tlvit makes the Seventeenth of the Priests.] 

Hiitm (38) : The Heveiifeenth o/ the Priests is the Master; 
heeame of the sliaJlfirltif of their funetlons. 

Sixteen of the Priests arc found to be mentioned m the sentenc es 
laying down the Initiations and the Sacrificial Fees ; and it remains to 
be loarnt who is the Stvmieenth. The persons engaged at the Sacri- 
fice, apart from the aforesaid sixteen, are the Sadasya (the Assembled 
guests), the Yajamann (the Master of the Sacrilice), and the Cmna- 
sadhvaryns. As for the Camasddhvurym however, as there are many 
of them of equal status, wo find no grounds for fixing upon any one of 
those as the required Seventeenth, Hence there remains the question 
as to whether the Sctdfwja or the Master makes the Seventeenth. 

On this question, the PURVAPAKSHA— being that, ''inasmuch 
" as it is the Sadmya that renders services similar to those rendered by 
" the other sixteen Priests, in connection with the Sacrifice, it is he 
that must be regarded as the/8m>?</eewA,’’ — we have the following : — 


SIDDHANTA. 

The Master would he Ike Seventeenth of the Priests. 

Objection : " In the previous Adhikarana, it has been denied that 
** the application of the name ‘ Rtvik ’ is based upon the ' performance 
"of sacrifices at particular seasons’; and then, how is it that on 
" the present occasion, you declare the Master to have the functions 
** of the Rtvik, on the ground of his performing, like the other Priests, 
‘ ‘ the Sacrifices at particular Seasons ? Then again, inasmuch as 
“ we have a distinct originative InJ unction of the Sadasya, in the 
" sentence ^ Sadasya n vrnitu," we must regard the Sadasya as a dis- 
"tinct Priest, like the Adhvaryu and the rest (and as such it would 
" be more reasonable to take the Sadasya as the Seventeenth Priest). 
" Nor could the name ‘ Sadasya ’ be taken as applying, etymologically, 
"to the Brahma Priest; because such etymological application is 
" precluded by the well-known denotation of the word. Nor could 
" th^?' sentence be taken as an Injunction, or 
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Referencf>, of a second Appointment foi* the Brahma ; as in tluvt 
case we could have second Appointmeiits of the Adkvaryu and other 
“ Priests also. Then again, in all the Recitations, we find that the 
Mantras, laid down as to be recited by the Sadasya, are distinct 
from those that are laid down for the Brahma ; and hence if the 
Sadasya were the same as the Brahma, we would have to accept the 
objectionable fact of the two sets of Mantras being optional alterna- 
tives. Nor could the mention of the Brahma as the ‘Sadasya^ 
be of any use, in the matter of liis connection with the Soma-Cup 
(consequently the Sadasya cannot be the same as Brahma. And 
‘‘ lastly, the Sadasya must be one who is found to be capable of 
Keeping an eye on the performance ; and, through this action of 
“ Keeping an eye on it, he can be spoken of as ‘ performing the 
•‘Sacrifice at particular seasons.' And further we find that all Sacri- 
“ fices appoint the Sadasya separately. Por all these reasons it is 
“ not right to exclude the Sadasya from the ' Seventeen Priests.’ ” 

Reply : We do not exclude the Sadasya from all connection with 
the Sacrifice : all that we mean is that, like the Camasddhvaryu, he 
cannot be called a ‘ Rtvik \ The Sadasya is certainly to be appointed 
separately. Nor is the Brahma spoken of as ‘ Sadasya.’ But, the 
is not spoken of as a ‘ Rtvik ’ ;—beoause though the name 
appies to one who has been appointed and who performs the Sacrifices at 
particular seasons, yet he is not mentioned among the Recipients of 
the Sacrificial Fee, nor in the sentence laying down the Dwddaoaha 
Initiation (for Priests) . Just as even though the Camasddhvaryus fulfil 
tile two conditions of being appointed, and performing the Sacrifice, etc., 
inasmuch as they do not fulfil the other two conditions, they are not 
spoken of as ‘ Rtviks.’ 

As for the Master, on the other hand, though he is not appointed, 
yet, inasmuch as he fulfils all the other conditions, it is only right that 
he should be spoken of as a ‘ Rtvik' 

It has been urged above, that — “ the Sadasya may be spoken 
“ of as ‘ performing the Sacrifice,’ on the ground of his witnessing 
“ it.” But, though it is true that he is formally appointed, yet this is 
done simply in obedience to a direct Injunction to that effect; and as a 
matter of fact, we find that there is no special function attached 
to him in connection with the Sacrifice, whereby he could be spoken 
of as ‘ performing the Sacrifice.’ The mere witnessing is no action 
connected with the actual performance of the Sacrifice; and as such 
that could not be any ground for his being^ taken as a particular 
‘ I’orformer ’*(of the Sacrifice). Hence it must be admitted that, even 
206 
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fcJiongil we have tlic Sadasya^ it is only right that the M osier should 
be spoken of as the Seventeenth ‘ RtvikJ 

The Bkmhya said something to the effect that there is no Sadasya ; 
btit this must be regarded as a much too sweeping declaration made 
with a view to deny, most emphatically, the fact of the Sadasya 
Ixiing a ‘ lUvik * ; and much significance cannot be attached to such a 
sweeping declaration. 



ADHIKARANA (19). 

[(«) The Adhvaryava and other Actions must be performed by the 
Adhvaryu etc. respectively. (6) The Fire belongs to the Original 
Primary Sacrifice, as well as to the Modifications.] 

Sutra (89): The Priests tvould perform alt Actions^ 

as they are appointed for that purpose.-^ As for 
the Fire, that also belongs to all Saerifires as they 
are laid doivn independently by themselves. 

Having 4ealt with the diversity of Performers, the Bhashya next 
proceeds to deal witli the matter of the employment of things being 
governed by Name. [And on this point it raises the question as to 
whether all Actions, in connection with the Sacrifice, that can bo done 
by men, are to be done by all the Priests, or there is any restriction 
as to certain Actions being always performed by certain definite Priests, 
—and also the question as to whether all the functions of Fire arc 
to be performed by all the throe Sacrificial Fires, or there is a certain 
restriction as to the functioning of these also.] 

On this question, the Bhashya puts forward the Purcapaksha, 
that — Th&y would perform all the Actions, became etc. etc, [That 
‘‘ is to say, when the Priests are ax)pointed, they must be appointed 
for doing all that can be done by man; and similarly when the 
“ Fires are prepared, thej’' must be prepared for pcrfoi ming all the func- 
tions of the Fire.”] 

But we do not quite understand whether the question refers to the 
doubt as to the I^riests performing only the actions peitaining to the 
Sacrifice or those pertaining to the Sacrificcr also, or it refers to that 
a.s to their performing all actions pertaining to the Sacrifice or all the 
actions (those pertaining to the Sacrifice as well as those pertaining to 
the Saerificer). Then again, we do not understand whether •' all actions ' 
spoken of are those only that are mentioned in connected sentences or 
those that are not so expressly mentioned. 

If the meaning be that the ‘Actions pertaining to the Saerificer ' 
rtteq (are to be performed by tlie Priests), — that would be wholly in- 
admissible^ inasmuch as the fact of the Appoiniment and the (///( of 
tl^ Priests being laid down in the context (d the Saciifice, disliiYcfly 
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shows that the Priests are appointed only for the sake of those actions 
that pertain to the Sacrifice only ; as has been explained in the Sutra 
III— iv— 15, and also under the Sutra ^nirdScadva etc/ (XII — ii — 3). For 
these reasons the expression ‘ mrvdrlKdh * cannot be taken as referring 
to the actions pertaining to the Sacrificer. Nor could any actions, that 
are not mentioned in the sentences ‘ Tdnpurah Adhvaryufvibhajati ’ 
etc., be included among those that are mentioned in these sentences. 
And as for those actions that are not expressly mentioned in such 
sentences, these, being found to be laid down at random anywhere in 
the Veda, could be performed by any persons capable of such perform- 
ance; without restriction ; and as such with reference to these alone the 
Priests may be spoken of as ‘ mrvdrlhdh.* 

The phrase * prayuktatvdt * means — “ because all the actions are 
capable of prompting the appointment of the Priest ; and also because 
all the Priests are capable of performing all the actions’’.#. 

Says the Bhdshya-- * sarvam ptirushakaryam ’ ; and this refers to 
those actions which the man is capable of performing, and which he 
would perform, if certain direct declarations had not pointed out 
only some of them as to be performed by him ; and it cannot be taken 
as referring to the Actions pertaining to the man (i.e., those calculated 
^o bring about certain results desired by him). 

As for the sacrificial fires, Ahavamya^ etc., any mention of thei^ 
being ‘ sarvarlha * is wholly irrelevant. Nor could it be taken as de. 
dared by the way, because the reason that is given — ‘ svakdlatval ’ is 
not applicable to it. Nor do we find any mention, later on, of the reply, 
or the arguments in favour of the reply, to the Purvdpaksha put for- 
ward by the BMshya in this connection (of the Fires). 

Then again, if the Fires be held to be spoken of as ‘ sarvarlha ' 
with reference to the ordinary actions of the world, then, inasmuch as 
this would be fully dealt with under the Sutras ‘ vihdro laukikdnd- 
martham sddhayet prabJmtvdi/ (XII — ii— 1), and ' nirdeeddva vaidik- 
dndm sydt ’ (XII — ii— 3), — there would be no need of dealing with the 
question in the present oonnection. Even as regards the mention of 
* sarvarlha * being with reference to the fact of the original primary and 
as well as the subsidiary modifications being for the sake of all those 
functions of the Fire that are laid down in the Veda — that too, having 
been fully dealt wdth, in connection with the sentence * agnimupasama' 
dhSya sluvale/ under the Sutras ‘ Viraye laukikan sydt, etc.’ (VI f — iii 
— 30), ' na vaidikam, etc.’ (YIII— iii— 3.1), and 'TalhoipailirHlshdm, etc.' 
(V^— iii— 32), whore VSiesASm of the Dhaishnya Fires,’— should not 
Ijave been discussed on the present occasion. 
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For these reasons, we must take the latter assertion in the Suira 
AQfUtyO'QOCt svctkSlcitvat as a declaration of the SiddJittnta i as we 
do not find, in the Sutra, any assertion negativing the one herein 
made. And with a view to this, we explain it in the following manner : 

The fact of the Fires being ‘ sarvdrtha has been put forward, not 
as a Purvapaksha, but as a Siddhdnia in reply to a Purvdpaksha in- 
ferred from what has been laid down in a 6utra of another Adhikanma, 
the present Siilra thus containing two distinct utterances (one from the 
Purmpaksha and another from the Siddhdnla standpoint. Nor does 
* sarvartha ’ refer to the functions of the Fire ; but it refers to the 
Primary Original and the subsidiary modifioatioris. 

And it is in acccordanee with the laws of the Amrabhyavadn.^ 
(Vide III — vi — 1 ei seq,) as pertaining to the Layiny of Fire, that wo 
should put forward the Purmpaksha and the Siddhdnla in cormcctioii 
with the question under consideration; — this question being as to 
whether the Sacrificial Fires belong to the Primary Original Sacrifice 
only, or to all sacrifices. 

And on this question, we have the following — 

PURVAPAKSHA (A). 

The Fires must be regarded as belonging to tlie Primary Original, 
“just like all details not laid down in any particular context; — in 
“ accordance with the Sutra ‘ Prakrian vd dvirvMalvat (III — vi — 2).’* 

In reply to this wo have the following— 

SIDDHANTA (A). 

The Fires would belong to all the sacrifices, the Primary Original, 
as well as the subsidiary modifications ; because they are laid down in- 
dependently, by themselves. 

Objection : But this has been already established under the Sutra : 
sarvartkain va ddhanasya svakdkUvdV (III — vi — 15) [and as such it 
“ should not be discussed over again, on the present occasion].’' 

JReply : The ‘ sarvdrtha ' mentioned in the present Sutra cannot be 
the same as that spoken of in connection with the Adhdna, Because 
if we rested on the former Adhikarnna only, such things as the Fire 
in question would appear in accordance with the appcarau(?c of those 
things the means whereof is dei)endent upon something else, and 
not when they would be independent (as in the case in question) ; 
and hence the Sacrificial Fires would belong only to those Darvi-Uomas 
that are laid down in their form by the scriptures, — and not t^) the 
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Sacrifices ; as they would not be enjoined with regard to these. That 
is to say, the Vedic declaration that wo have is in the form — ^ yajjuhoti 
iadahamniye,^ and not * yadyajiran tadahavaniye ’ ; and this injunction 
of the Ahavamya (Sacrificial) Fire must stand in need of some such 
means (for its appearance) as are enjoined, directly or indirectly, in 
su(?h sentences as — ‘ ydvaccaiuramtianjuholif ‘ Yad grahan juholi,' 

' yaceamasan juhoti,' and so forth. And hence in this case, the Layimj 
would, in accordance with the Sutra III — vi— 2, come to be recognised 
as appearing, through Implicatory Injunction, along with the Fire itself. 
And it is with a view to this that in Sutra III — vi — 16, it has been as- 
serted as a well-established fact that the Fire belongs to the Jshlh. 
So also, with regard to the Guru and PuroddQas used at the Modificatory 
Sacrifices, there being no Direct Injunction of the Prejxmttiou of the 
offering material, there would be no direct meaqs available for the 
appearance of the Qdrhapatya Fire ; and hence it becomes necessary to 
seek for the Preparation together with the Gdrhapatya Fire, to appear 
from out of the Primary Original Sacrifice. 

Thus we have dealt with that portion of the Sutra which refers to 
the Fires ; and as for the other (former) portion, embodying the 
Purvapaksha (B), in regard to the Priests performing all the Actions, 
the reply to it is given in the following Sutra, which embodies— 

SIDDHANTA (B) 

[which is put forward in tha Bhdshya as Adhikarana (20) J. 

HUtra (40) : There would be restriction of actions (to be 
performed by each Priest); because of the mention of 
names these be/iuff mentioned for that purpose. 

Because of the presence of Names (of the Priests and the Actions 
performed by them), there must be a restriction. That is to say the 
name would be wholly useless, if the Priest bearing that 

name did not perform the actions that are named ^ and 

conversely unless the actions were performed by the Priest called 
* Boif * it could not be named * HauiraJ Consequently, on the ground 
of this Apparent Inconsistency of the Names, we must regard them as 
serving the purpose of pointing out certain actions as to be performed 
by certain persons. 

In this connection some people* declare as follows The two 
naines (‘ J?o/f ’ and applied independently of each 

other, to the Performer and the Action respectively, by mere convon- 
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“ tion (and not through tho ctvnu)lt>gioal Higruiioabioii of the words) : 
'Und it is by reason of the more similarity of sounds that the word 
“ * Hoif . comes to point to tlie fact of the priest bearing that name 
being the performer of actions bearing the name of ‘ Haufm ’ (and not, 
“ because of the word ' Uaulra ' signifying ' that whi(3h is performed by 
‘vthe jEfo^r Priest’). Because it is only when the relationship (be- 
‘*t\voen a certain word and a particular thing) has been previously 
“ established, that it serves as the ground of that word being taken 
‘‘ as the name of that thing ; in the case in question, however, we find 
“ that before the recognition of the names, there is no relationship 
“ (between the words ‘ /io/f ’ and ^Uaulra' on the one hand, and 
the Performer and the Action on the other). 

That is to say, the word ‘ Ilolf ’ is not based upon the perforin- 
ance of the Bauira action ; because, as in the case of the word 
‘ Raja ’ (not being based upon the ‘ performance of the Rajya.Sy kingly 
''duties’), so in the present case also, we have no declaration (of 
Piinini) authorising the elimination of the affix {^an') and the rediipli- 
" cation of the basic noun (both of which contingencies would be iu- 
“ volved in the word ‘ Hoir ’ being taken as equivalent to * Hanlramja 
'' karld \ the Performer of the Haulra actiotis). And though in the case 
of the words ' Rdjd ’ and ' Rdjya,' the converse holds good, — i.o. 

* ^Rdjya' is * Rajnah Karma, the Duties of the King ’—yet that 
could not be the case with the words ' Holr ’ and ' liautra ’ ; that is 
“to say, the word ^ H antra' cannot be taken as ' flotiih Karma, the 
“ Duties of the Hotr ’ ; because in the case of the word ‘ Rdjya \ we 
“ find that there are certain definite actions, such as the protecting of 
“ the people and the like, laid down, by Mann and the other law-givers, 
“ as the ‘ Duties of the King,’ and those being known as such, can be 
“ taken as constituting the denotation of the affix in the word ' Rdjya ’ ; 
“ while in the case of the word ' HautraJ we find that there is no 
“ other means (save that afforded by this name itself) by which we 
“ could recognise the actions, of the Recitation of the Sdmidheni verses 
“and the like, as to be done by the Ilotr,—ou a recognition whereof 
' we could base the name ‘ Hautra." And from all this we conclude 
“ that the names cannot servo the purpose of pointing out which 
“ actions are to be performed by which Priests. 

Question: ‘The words not being taken in their etymological 
‘‘ sense, what would b© there to point out the fact of certain Actions 
“ being done by particular Ehriests ? ’ 

Answer : We have already explained above that this is done by 
“ i?be similarity words (i.e. the Hauira Sebions arc recognised as 
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‘Mo be performed by the Holr, simpJy becau«e there is a similaritv 
“ between the words ‘ Ilotf \ and ‘ Hautra 

Reply : All this is not quite admissible ; because if the word 
‘ Hautra ’ be not taken as signifying ‘ the Duties of the Hoir/ then, in- 
asmuch as, even without the signihoation of any such relationship as 
that of the Performer and the Action (between the Hair and the 
Hautra), tlie Hames would be capable of pointing out the performance, 
by means of the conventional meanings of the words, based upon 
the similarity of sounds between them; and as such, there would be 
no Apparent Inconsistency that could lead to the assumption of a 
Direct Declaration to the effect. Then again, the mere similarity of 
sounds between two words does not always point to any relationship 
(between their denotations) ; e.g. in the case of the words ‘ Qala ’ 
(house) and ‘ Mala* (garland) ; as we shall show, later on, that there 
is no relationship between the Raihantara and the KamaratJianfara 
(though the two words resemble each other.) 

It has been argued above tJiat — “ the word ‘ Rajya * is used only 
when the King {'Raja*) has become connected with certain definite 
duties/' But this is not so ; as in that case, the relationship (of the 
word ‘ Rajya * with its denotation) would come to have a beginning 
(and this would be contradictory to what has been said, in the Tarka- 
pada, in regard to the eternality of this relationship). Consequent!}^, 
it must bo admitted that, what happens in the case of the word ‘ Rajya * 
is that its relationship with its denotation is eternal, and this eternal 
relationship is recognised from the scriptures, and when we come to 
comprehend the correctness of the form of the word, we explain the 
word 'Rajya* after the word 'Raja* has been explained (the former 
being explained as ‘ Rdjriali karma ') ; and as such it comes to be 
taken in its etymological sense ; and hence even though the signifiea. 
tion of the word ‘ Rajya * is thus spoken of as based upon that of 
‘ Raja,* yet inasmuch as this basis too is eternal, the said relationship 
does not lose its eternal character; — exactly in the same manner, inas- 
much as in the word 'Hautra,* we, find the vowel-sound of the first 
letter broadened (from ‘ b ’ into >iu *), we come to explain it as formed 
from the word 'hotf* with the affix 'an* in accordance with the 
Sutra ' imyedam karma * [and this does not affect the eternality of the 
word and its denotation]. 

Question : “ But by what means is it known that that particular 
Action constitutes the Duty of that Person \ ** 

Ansmr : Kiom the •presence of the names (‘ Hotr* and«‘ Hautra*) 
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we shall infer the existence of a Text to the effect (that the Actions 
called * Hautra ’ constitute the Duty of the Priest called ‘ Hofr ’). 

Objection * Under the circumstances, there would be a mutual 
interdependence ; the Text being assumed from the Names, and tlie 
** application of the Names being based upon the Text declaring the 
fact of the actions as to be performed by a particular Priest. 

Be'ply : That does not affect our case ; because the Names are 
distinctly perceived to be applicable (to the Actions and the Performer); 
and when we come to look into the ba.sis of their application, we find 
that they could not stand in need of a basi.s for their application, simply 
because of their having been previously applied (to the Action and the 
Performer) ; and as we do not find any other basis for this, we con- 
clude that there must be a Text to the effect that ‘ the action called 
Hautra is to be done by the Hotr* ; \u' have explained above that the 
assumption of such Texts is made in this manner, even in the case of 
Indicative Force and the rest ; and thus there is no mutual inter- 
dependence in the case in question. 

Objection : “In that case, the present case will have been dealt 
“ with under the Sutra ‘ Akhyd caivantadarthatmt * (III — iii — 13) (and 
“ as such it should not have been discussed over again, on the present* 
**' occasion).’' 

Reply : True, it has been dealt with on the former occasion ; but 
on that occasion we did not discuss the quest ion of the contradiction or 
non-contradiction of Name with Direct Declaration, etc. In the present 
Adhikarana, however, we find that Capability and Context indicate 
the fact of all the Actions being performed by all the Priests promis- 
cuously, — while the Names show that certain actions are to be per- 
formed by particular Priests only, — so that tl\ere is a seeming contra - 
diction between these two {Context and Name) ; and this contradiction 
is explained away in the manner shown above. Or, it may be that the 
present Discussion has been introduced on the present occasion, simply 
by way of an introduction to the following Adhikaraiia ; and hence it 
cannot be regarded as a mere useless repetition. 
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ADHIKARANA (21). 


[In certain cases we have to reject the indication of Names, as to the 
particular Priest performing a certain action.] 

SUtrn (41) : The Aetion is spoken of as to he performed 
in aecordnnee with the Direet Injunction and the 
Specific Name. 

[The question being as to whether the conclusion arrived at in 
the foregoing Adhikarana, is to be accepted as universal — the PUrva^ 
pakaha is that it is so ; and on this we have the following Siddfianta.] 

A specific Name, like a specific Direct Injunction, is much quicker 
in its operation than a common Name; and as such sets aside the 
indications of this latter. 

SHtra (42) : Such too are the Indications. 

The sentence that the BhSshya quotes as affording the Indications 
spoken of, is — ‘ Yatra hotuh prdlaranuvdkamanuhruvata etc,*; but this 
indicates the performance of actions by certain Priests as pointed out by 
a Common Na?ne ; and hence we should look out for another sentence 
that could afford the Indications as to the performance being pointed 
out by Specific Names, 



ADHIKARAIJA (22). 


[The Anuvacana (Recitation) and the Praisha (Direction) arc to be 
done conjointly, by the Maitravaruna Priest ] 

SUtra ( 43 ) : A ll Itecitinff and all Dlreetinn Is to he done 
the MaMvavarnna^ bemuse of the IHveet In^ 
^^JuneMon to that effect 

It having been established that the indications ot Name are set 
aside by Direct Injunction, we now proceed to consider the question, 
as to whether they are set aside wholly, or only partialI 3 ^ 

In connection with the J yoiishtoma, we find the sentence— Tasman 
MaUrdvarunah preshyati cdnuQaha ca and witli a view to show the 
exact place where the sentence occurs, the Blidshya mentions the 
'Agmshomlya' The two actions spoken of in thjs sentence (i e. 
Reciting and Directing) are found to be named * Adhvaryavd and 
‘ Hautra * respectively ; and these names distinctl}^ indicate the fact of 
all Reciting being done by the Adhvaryu, and all Directing being done by 
the Hotf ; whereas we find the sentence quoted directly laying down 
that these tw'O actions are to be done by the Maitravaruna IMest. 
And hence there arises the question as to whether this Direct Injunc- 
tion rejects the Indications of the two Names, with regard to all 
Recitings and Directings, or only with regard to only a few of these. 
And on this question, we have the following — 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

Inasmuch as we find the sentence distinctly laying down the 
“ MaUravaruna with reference to the Reciting and the DireiAing, 

“ no significance can be attached to the words expressing the fact 
of the two actions appearing conjointly; as all that the word ca 
expresses is that the two actions might be dealt with conjointly, or 
** separately (one following in the wake of another), and not that they 
** qualify, or are dependent upon, each other, these two facts being 
alwavs expressed by means of compounds-; nor do we find any 
“ ground^ for taking one of them as following in the wake of another ; 
** Its b^^ to be equally importani^; and hence it must be 

'^ admitted that bbth should be done. And as this would be possible,. 
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“even in the case of all the Recitings and Directings being done 
separately, we conclude that, inasmuch as the sentence makes the 
“ declaration in a general form, it must be taken as pertaining to alt 
“ Eecitings and Directings 

V 

SIDDHANTA. 

HUtra (44) : The Direct InijuncMon imuld npphj to the 
case of the (Reciting of the) Paronavakf/a onli/; be- 
cause of this latter beiuff accompanied by the Direc- 
tive rvonls. 

The sentence in question could not apply to all Hecitings and 
Directings; it must bo taken as applying to the Reciting of the 
Puronuvakya verses only ; as it is only these verses that end with 
certain Directive words ; and it is in connection with these verses that 
we find the J3ireot Injunction under consideration. — 'Tasman mailra- 
varunak etc.* And the Puronnvakya verses ending in Directive words 
are found in the section of ‘ Hautra * Actions ; and hence, on account 
of this name 'Hautra,* they would be recognised as to be recited by 
the Uolf only (and hence it is with regard to these verses alone that 
the sentence in question sets aside the indications of the Name). 

At the end of the Piironuvakyd verses, we find the word ‘ yaja ’ 
(‘ Sacrifice,^ in the Imperative), — and this sacrificing is found to belong, 
by Implication, to the Adhvaryu, in connection with subsidiary modifi- 
cations of the Ishli — sacrifices. And as regards the >So/na-sacrifices, 
the word ‘ yaja * is precluded (from the Adhvaryu), as shown under 
Sutra III— viii— 22, and relegated to the Maitrdvaruna, as shown 
under Sutra 'Teshdm yato vige-shak sydt* (III — viii— 21). Or, inas- 
much as the Directing person would do both (the Reciting and the 
Directing), we could take the Maitravaruria to be the person directed, 
in accordance with the law to be explained later on {vide Sutras III — 
viii — 22 el, seq.) ; and in that case the Directing would bo done by the 
Hoff himself. Similarly, inasmuch as with regard to the Adhvaryu 
we find a distinct Directive word laid down in the sentence — ' Adh- 
varyok praishyah etc.*,— we must preclude the word 'yaja* from all 
connection with him ; and hence in this case, it would come to belong 
to the Fratipraslhdir Priest, As for the other Recitings and Directings 
(than those dealt with above), inasmuch as the particular persons 
who are to perform tliem are already known, they do not .stand in 
need of any Injunctions with regard* to their performers ; and as such 
the InjuDction with regard to the Maitravaruna Priest cannot apply 
to- them. 
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As for the Puronuvakyas however, they are to partake of the 
nature of both (Recitation and Direction), on account of their ending 
with Directive words ; but even then, their recitation constituting a 
single action, they Could not be perfonned by more than one person ; 
consequently they become precluded from all connection with the Hotr 
as well as the Adhvaryu (with whom they are connected by the 
‘ Adhvaryava* and ^Haiitra,^ the former belonging to the portion made 
up of the Directive words, and the latter to the J/aa/m -portion) ; 
and as such they stand in need of an Injunction as to the Priest who 
should do their recitation ; and then,, on account of the close proximity 
(of the mention of these) to the fnjuuctiou of Mftitmvnruna (in the 
sentence in question),— it is only right that we should accept the 
Maifravarnna as the person who should recite the Puronnvdkyd verses 
(and also address the Directive words accompanying them). 

And in this manner, the word *ca * also (in the sentence) comes to 
be taken in its direct sense of the concomitance (or accruing together) 
of the two actions of Reciting and Directing is possible in the 
case of the Puronuvakya verses only ; as it is only these that are 
found to end in Directive words also. But it does not follow from 
this that the Directive words ‘ Prauihya' and the rest also belong to 
the Maitrdvaruna himself. 

Siitra (45) ; Also bemuse ive find the Hotr mentioned 
in conneetlon with the Prataeamieaka (the Morning 
Recitation). 

[As a matter of fact, we find a distinct Jiijiinetioii laying down tlie 
fact of the Morning Recilalion being done by the Hotr Priest ; and 
this would be contradictory to the sentence Tasniat, etc., if this latter 
were taken as laying down <dl Recilatwu's as to be done by the 
Mailrdvtmina Priest. This contradiction is avoided by taking this 
latter sentence as laying down the Recitation of the Puronuvakya 
verses only as to be done by the Maitrdvaruna,] 



ADHIK ARABIA (23). 

[The Camaaa-Homa should be done by the AdhvaryuJl 

SUtva (46) : The Canmsa'^iioma should he done by the 
‘ because of their Nmne.^^ 

[With regard to the Camasddhvaryu Priests, there arises the 
question as to whether the offering o! the Cups in Homa is to be done 
by these or by the Adhvaryu,] 

And on this question, we have the following — 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

“ All that is done by means of the Cups, arc the actions of— (1) 
** Unmyana (Fetching of the Soma), (2) Asddana (keeping of the Soma)^ 
“ (3) Horm, and so forth and though there is a likelihood of every quo 
of these actions being relegated to the M^dhmryu , — yet on account 
of the specific name (that is given to the Camasddhvaryu Priests, wc 
“ cannot but conclude that all these actions are to be done by these 
** latter.’* 

SIDDHANTA. 

SUtra {il): The Adhvaryu should do them; because of 
the Latv vetntiuy to the Adhvaryu. 

The indications of the generic Name are set aside by those of tb(^ 
specific one, only when the latter operates independently of the former, 
As a matter of fact, however, we find that the name ‘ Camasddhvaryu ' 
only denotes the fact of the persons thus named acfmgr the 
Adhvaryu (with regard to the Cux^s), (and so this name is not indepen- 
dent of the ‘ Adhvaryu.') And under the circumstances, if the Adh- 
varyu were not to perform the Homa^ the other Priests performing it 
would not bo * acting * like the Adhvaryu ; in fact it would be only by not 
performing the Homa that they would be acting like him. While if the 
Adhvaryu perform the Homa^ then it might happen that on certain 
occasions; the Adhvaryu being otherwise engaged, the /ipwa might be 
done by others, who would thus come to bo acting like the Adhvaryu. 
Hence i^ must be adqiitted that the Homa is perforiped by the 
Adhmryu. 
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Siitra (4B ) : Also hecauHe of other Priests behiff spoken of 
in conneetlon ivith the Caps. 

[We have the sentence — ‘ mmasaw:m>)msailhvaryave. prayacchati. 
tan sa vashatkartre haraii,' which shows that it is some other Priest, 
who, haying performed the Hoina. out of the Cups, hands over these 
Cups to the OamaBMhvaryu\. Because the sentence distinctly speaks 
of the (Jamasadhvaryu as the person carrying the Cups to the Vashai- 
karff Priest ; and as a matter of fact, the Cups could be carried to this 
latter for no other purpose than that of eating the Remnants contained 
in the Cups ; thus then, inasmuch as there could be no ealino of that 
out of which no Homa had been olfered, it is clear that the person 
handing over the Cups in the first instance for eating, must be the same 
that performed the Homa ; and as the Camiamflhvaryns would be en- 
gaged in the mere holding of the Cups handed over to them (by the 
person who has olfered the Homa), — the sentence must i)e taken as 
showing that the Homa is offered by some one other than the Camasd- 
dhvaryu ; and this can be no other than the Adhvaryu Priest. 

Satra ( 49 ): It is only in cases ivhere the 4 dhvaryu 
would he unable to perform the llomn^ that the 
Camasadhvaryus could be recognised as his snb^ 
stitutes. 

[It is the fact of their acting in place of the Adhvaryu, upon \vhi<3h 
the name ‘ Camasadhvaryu ’ is based.] 



ADHIKARAISIA (24). 

[The Qy^na and the Vajaplya are performed by many Priests.] 

SUtra (50) : On account of the Vedic Tri^JimcHon (Name), 
—even in cases tvhere the acMons happen to be 
mentioned in diffevent Sect ions o/ the VedaSf—they 
should he done Inaccordanee with the Injanctlons, 
as in the previous case.''' 

[We have the ^yena sacrifice laid down in the section on ‘ Audgairo' 
and the Vdjapeya in the section on ‘ Adhvaryava ; ' and with regard to 
these there arises the question as to whether all actions in connection 
with the Qyena are to be done only by the Udgatf Priest, and those in 
connection with the Vdjapeya by the Adhvaryu only, or, in both cases, 
they should be done by the several Priests.] 

And on this question, we have the following— 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

It has already been explained, under Sutra III — iii — 9, that the 
subsidiaries are always named after that section of the Veda in which 
“ their Primary Original is found to be laid down. Consequently, all 
actions laid down as to be performed in connection with the Cyean 
“ have to be done by the Udgdtr Priest only (as they would be named 
“ ' Aud^dtra ’ on account of their Primary, the Cyena being laid dov>u 
“ in the Audgdtrd section of the Veda). 

SIDDHANTA. 

SUtra (61): Because of its taking in the details of the 
Brimary Original, the Action, along with its Sub- 
sidiaries, should he done, as connected with its own 
accessory details, as laid down by the (Implicatory) 
Injunctions ; specially as (the particular performer 
is) not distinctly indicated (by the Name), its in-- 
dieation can be accepted only in cases (where there 
are no Injunctions to the contrary). 

It has been shown^ before, and will also be shown lat^r on, that 
the sentence, assumed as injunctive of the performance of the Sacrifice 
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MS one complete whole, is always weaker, in its Miithority, tlian ihe 
linplicatory Injunction I* rakrtivad VikHili'): because the former 
appears long after this latter. Then, as a matter of fact, we find that 
the Name (' A udgatra ’) of tlie Primary would apply to the »Subsidiaries 
only through the said assumed sentence; and oven though this is 
directly perceptible, yet it is weaker than the (inferred) Implii^atory 
injunction. Because until the Subsidiarie.s are laid down by this 
latter Injunction, whose performer would the said assumed seiitonco 
point out ? (Hence being preceded by the linplicatory lujimction, 
the assumed sentence becomes very much weaker iu authority). Then 
again, as soon as the subsidiaries are laid down, tlicy arc always recog- 
nised as having a particular Performer, and as such they do not stand in 
need of any mention of their Performer ; and lumoe tliero is nothing 
that the name (‘ Audgdtra ’) could do for them Nor is it possible, in 
tlic present case, to take the name a.s setting aside what lias been pre*- 
viously pointed out ; because inasmuch as it is necessary for the 
Name to assume a corroborative Direct Declaration, it is very much 
farther removed from its objective than the Implicatory Injunction ; 
specially as we have already explained above that only those means of 
knowledge that have their basis duly ascertained, can set aside what 
has been laid down before and not those wliose basis has still got to 
bo ascertained. 

For these reasons we conclude that, on account of its taking up 
the accessories of the Primary, by the fact of the Injunction, the 
Action (Qyena) should, like the Jyotishtoma, be performed by many 
Priests Though at the Primary Original also, multiplicity of Per- 
formers is due to the Names (‘ Hair' and the rest), yet, inasmuch as 
in this case, the relationship of these Performers with the performance 
is duly ascertained, the Indication of Name is accepted to be as 
authoritative as Direct Declaration itself. 

As for those details mentioned in corm»^ction with the Cyena which 
do not belong to the Primary Original, the performer of these would be 
pointed out by the Name of the Priumry Sacrifice. It is with a viejjj 
to this that the Sutra adds — ‘ Avyakidh Cc.se/ That is to say, in 
the case of such Details, inasmuch as the relationship to any particular 
Performer has yet got to be assumed, it is ' not clear ’ ; and as such 
this could apply to actions other than those with regard to whjeh this 
relationship has already been ascertained. 

But we do not find any case that would bo quite amenable to this 
law. As ^or the case of the * Kant-akavitoflfinfoi* etc., cited in the 
Bhashya^ it would bo natural to a.sk whether they are mentioned in the 
208 * . 
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section of the Veda named after the Primary Sacrifice, or in a wholly 
different section. If the former, then, in that case, their Performer 
would be pointed out by the Name, and not through the Primary Sacri- 
fice. If the latter, then, oven though this would be directly applicable, 
yet it would be set aside by the former more authoritative specific 
Name. If the aid of the Law of the Primary and Secondary (Sutra III — 
iii — 9) be called in, then the Slotra-Castra ot the being sub- 

ject to the name * Adhvai'yava ’ would come to be done hy the Adhvaryu 
(which would not be desirable). Nor have we, in this connection, at 
our disposal the explanation that was given in regard to the sentenco 
^ Mandram prdiahmimie, etc ’ (Vide. Ill — ii — 2fi). 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the Na7nes of the 
subsidiaries are not set aside by the Primary. Because the Name of 
the subsidiary is due to its uniform relationship to the Performer, — and 
as such, is not (taught hold of by the Primary. Nor is it possible:for 
the subsidiaries to bear, through the IVimary, the names of ‘ AdJh 
varyava,' etc. Nor again is it possible for the Primaries to be related 
to such names as • Adhvaryava ’ atid the like ; because the operation 
of such names rests in the accessory detail of the Performer. And 
that Name which is not operative in connection with the Primaries— 
how could that Name apply to the subsidiaries through those Primaries 
As for such names as * Rgveda ' and the like, these are compatible, 
with regard to the Primaries as well as to the Subsidiaries ; because these 
names are based upon the fact of those Actions being ‘ done by means 
of these (Rgveda) , etc.* and this fact being capable of being enjoined 
by the assumed sentence laying down the performance of the Action 
as a whole, it is quite possible for these Names to apply to the Subsi- 
diaries also (as these are also included in that sentence). As for the 
names ‘ Adhvaryava ' and the like, however, these are based upon the 
fact of the sentences mentioning these Actions being found in those 
sections of the Veda ; and as such they would apply precisely in accord- 
ance with the actual mention of the Actions (and as such they could not 
apply to the Primaries and the Subsidiaries alike). Nor is there any 
thing objectionable in the acceptance of the liaw of the (Primary and 
the Secondary) (Sutra III — iii — 9) in the present connection. 

Then as for the Kantakavitodana, etc., they should be taken as 
having their originative Injunctions in the same Veda (as the Primaries) ; 
and hence with regard to these, the declaration, ’ Avyaktah Q^she,* 
becomes quite Justifiable. 

Nor is it absolutely «neccessary that it is only that Nii.pe which 
comes through the Primary, that can be accepted (in connection with 
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the Subsidiaries) ; because as these names would liave their lequirc- 
luenfes fulfilled all the same, there would be nothing incompatible in their 
being accepted, or not accepted, directly, witli regard to the subsidia- 
ries themselves (without the intervening agency of the Primary). 
Consequently, it must be admitted that the Name is operative towards 
the pointing out of such a('cessorie.s only as are distinct from those 
belonging to the Primary (the subsidiaries having their needs supplied 
either directly, by themselves, or indirectly, through thv, ’rimarv) 


Thus ends the Seventh Pada of Adhyaya 111. 




ADHYAYA Ml. 

PAD A VI 11. 

ADHIKARANA (1). 

[The Purchase is to be done by the Master. | 

Sutm (1) : The Piivehuse (of the Priest’s Services) an to he 
done bt/ the Mastee; as the sacH flee is perfonned /or 
h is sake. 

By way of an exception to the Indications of Name, wo proceed to 
take up the following question ; * Is tJie Piirchns(' to be done by the 

Adhvaryu and the other Ih’iests. on account of its being menti(aied in 
the Adhvaryava and other sections of the Veda, — or is it to be »lone 
by the Master of the Sacrifice ? ’ And the Siddhnnta represented in the 
Sutra : ' Anyo vd sydt yarlkraydmndml '(III -vii — 20) couhl be possible 
only after the Sidhhdnla of the |)ivsciit Adhi/cftram has been fully 
established. 

On the above question we have the following - 

PiriiVAPAKHHA. 

“ What should be done by the Master is that he should have 

* recourse to some such ordinary inetiiod fas iinploratiou etc.) as 
would induce the Adhvaryu to elfect tlu^ purchase of tlie services of 

“ the other Priests, with the property of tlie Master; and in this way 
alone could we Justify the name of " Adhmryava' (of the section in 

• which the Purchase is laid down)." 

In reply to this, we have the following — 


SIDDHANTA. 

An ordinary vvordly method can have had rcfsourse to, only in a 
case where no other Vedic method is available ; in the case in question, 
inasmuch as we have the distinct Vedic method (d giving the Sacrifi- 
cial Fee, why should recourse be had to the worldly methods of (winning 
fhe co-operdtioii of the Adhoaryn) ? • 
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That is to say, it is only through his having purchased tlie services 
of all the other Priests, that the Master has been shown to be the 
actual ‘ Performer ’ of the sacrifice, and if he were not to do even the 
Purchase of the others’ services, then (all other actions being performed 
by the Priests), he would not be the * Performer’ of any action. It 
might be argued that he would acquire that character by having re- 
course to certain ordinary worldly methods. But that could not be. 
Because in the absence of a Direct Declaration to the contrary, we can - 
not set aside the fact of the Master himself being the * Performer.’ 
And hence it must be admitted that the Purchase is to be done by the 
Master himself. 

SUtra (2;: It miild be done bij others^ only In cases 

where we would have a direct declaration to that 
effect. 

In the sentence ‘ etam isMakam upadadhydt satruvarandadydt, the 
Paramiaipada ending in ‘ Upadadhydt * distinctly shows that the action 
referred to in this is not to be done by the Master (the enjoyer of its 
Result) ; and hence from this it follows that the ‘ giving of gifts ’ here- 
in laid down is to be done by the Priest. But if the Priest does this 
work, on account of his services having been purchased by the Master, 
by a method laid down in the scriptures, then in this case also, we have 
the Master himself as the * performer’ (indirect) of the action (of the 
giving of gits) ; if however the Priest refuses to do it, for the payment 
he has received for doing the other actions, then it becomes necessar\ 
for the Master to have recourse to the ordinary worldly methods (for 
securing his necessary co-operation). 



ADFIIKARANA (2). 

[The Purificatory Riton of Shacincf. etc., pertain to the Maator.j 


Siftrn (3): All imriflmtori/ rites restint/ upon the 

*^eaimhiUty of Man (to undergo them), they should he 
done, fust like the Sueriflre, in nreordnnce with the 
*^name of the partieulur seetion of the Veda in 
“ which they are hrid. down.- 

I In this connection we find laid down the Sharuiff oj the Head and the 
limfd, the Cleaning of the Teeili^ and the Ikifliittg. And with regard to 
these there arises the question as to whether tlieso are to he done by 
the Adhvarytif or by the Master. And on this question we have the 
following — ] 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

“ Inasmuch as without these purificatory rites, the Priest would 
“not be a perfect Performer, — it must be admitted that they should 
“ be done by the Adhvaryu, in accordance with the Name, ‘ Adhvar- 
“ yavUj^ of that section of the Veda, in wliioli wc find the Injunctions 
“ of the Rites in question,’' 


SIDDHANTA. 

Siitra (4) : They helony to the 3Ia.ster; as their principal 
effect consists of the enabllny of the Master (to ex- 
perience the Result); ,)ust as the Prineipnl Action (of 
giving away belongs to the Master. 

Inasmuch as these Rites tend principally to the bringing about 
of a capability in the Man, they must be regarded as belonging to the 
Master. It is only when the Performer is looked for as a secondary factor 
that the Name is accepted as indicating which action should bo done 
by which Person. As for the Master how’ever, we find tlia t he has been 
indubitably recognised as the Principal Performer (of the Sacrifice). 
Nor are the Rites in question meant to create in him the character of 
the Performer ; this character is found to be possible even without 
these. Then what is not duly accomplished, without the due perform- 
ance of thdao Rites, is the Final Result ol thh Sacrifice Then again. 
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as for the result accruing to the Priests, which consists of th(‘ obtain- 
ing of the Sacrificial Fee,— we find that this is duly accomplished, even 
without a performance of the Hites in question. But as for the Result 
accruing to the Master, we find tliat tliis is not duly accomplisherl, 
unless the Kites are duly performed. For this reason it must be ad- 
mitted that these sliould be performed by the Master ; just as tlu* 
Principal Actions, being calculated to lead to certain results desired by 
Man, are performed by the Master (and not by the Priests who perform 
only those Actions that are cahnilatod to help in the performance of the 
Sacrifice). 

Then, inasmuch as these Hites belong to tlie Master,, exactly in 
the same form in whic?h they are done in ordinary life, — it cannot he 
held that the Adhvaryu is to get hold of the tooth -bruwsh, and clean the 
teeth of the Master And as for the shmnntj of the Head and Beard ^ 
these are always done by tlie Barber : and the Master is spoken of as 
its * F^erformer ' simply because it is he who directs the Barber to do 
it ; and hence in this case also, there is no chance of the Razor being 
held by the Adhtnryu, 

Siitra (5); Aim heeauseof the mention (being in that 

form). 

fnasmuch as in the case of the Action being one that is done by 
the Adhvaryu, we have the Injunction in the Parasmaipada form —e.g. 

‘ iamMyanakti/ — whenever we find one in the Almanipada we cannot 
but conclude that the action is meant to be performed by the Master 
himself. 

Siltrn i6); liee.nnse the (ret ion is spoken of as snhser^ 
vlent to the !*erson (it cannot be regarded as having its 
performer pointed out by the Name, assigned in Silt r a 3). 

It has been argued above that — “ like other actions, these Rites 
would have their Performer marked out by the Name, of the Vedic 
section in which they are found to be mentioned. ' But such a name 
can serve the purpo.se of jTointing out the Performer, where the Injunc- 
tion stands in need of the mention of one ; and the need is found to be 
present only in the case of those Actions, for the performance whereof 
the services of the Priests are engaged ; as this engaging {Purchase) of 
services is done with a view to making the Performer subservient (to 
the Main Action), and not with a view to a purification of him. With 
a view to this, it is said — ‘ in the case of the actions of shaving^’ etc., 
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that is to say, in the case of tiieso cU?tions, ^vo find Mint- (ho action is 
mentioned as subservient to the Person, and as such their Performer, 
being already marked out, if we M'oro to assume their rchitionsliip 
with other Persons, this would haA*e to he assumed witliout the Actious 
standing in need of any su(‘h relationship ; while in the ease of the 
actions that are spoken of as the principal factor, such relationship is 
already established by the fad of the Injunction stnndin- in need 
of the mention of the Performer. 

S'fftrn (7): Also hernnse o; the itltes hehnj laid doten 
with refereaee to the eesnltaat Apueea. 

Inasmuch as the Pnrifioatory Pxites laid down with reference 
to the resultant /I piimi of the Ih-iindpal Action, they must fielong to the 
Master ; «a.s it is only wlien belonging to tlie> Master that they could be 
tcaken up by the A/purva ; l)ecause this latter is most intimately related 
to the Master. Or, for the sake of the ac(‘oniplishment of the Apnrva, 
the Rites must belong to the Master. 

Hutra (8) : They eould aot he eeyavdejl as hetonyiny 
equally to both (the Mastee and the Priests); heeause 
of dissimilarity. 

Ohjeclion : By the above reasonings the Rites arc* found to be- 

long to the Master ; while by Name, they are shown to belong to the 
Priests; and hence we could take them as bedonging to both; as 
‘ there would be no incongruity in this. Specially as the Rites being 
purely purificatory, and as such of a secondary character, there 
‘ would be no incongruity in their being repeated (performed over and 
“ over again), with refereii(?e to each principal factor (of the Persons, 
the Master and the Priests).'^ 

The Reply to this is as follows : This cannot be* ; because of all 
actions in connection with the Sacrifice, there are some that have to be 
performed by the Master himself, while the rest are to be got done by 
him, through the Priests engaged for the purpose. Kven if the Purifi- 
catory Rites were performed by the Adhvaryu, etc., inasmuch as 
they would in that case be incapable of being done by Purchase (of 
services), they would neither be done by the Master himself, nor got 
done, by him, through the hired services of others ; and as such 
they would cease to be auxiliaries to the Sacrifice. Consequently 
they cannol be regarded as belonging equally ito the Priests and the 
Master. 
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ADHIKARANA (3). 

[The Penances are to be done by the Master.] 

Sutra (9) : The Penance also (belongs to the Master) ; 
because it is done for the sake of a particular re- 
sult ; Just as in ordinary life. 

[In connection with Sacrifices, we find certain pemnces laid 
down. — e.g, ‘should not eat for two days’ ‘ for three days,’ and so 
forth ; and with regard to these there arises the question, as to whether 
these are to be done by the Priests, or by the Master. And on Ibis 
(Question we have the following — ]. 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

“ As the doing of Penances is always painful (and is not de- 
sirable for its own sake), the person doing it must be regarded as the 
subservient factor; and as such it must be accepted as pointed out 
by the Name (of the Vedio section in which they are found to be 
“ mentioned).” 

In reply to this we have the following— 

STDDHANTA. 

Inasmuch as, like the Purificatory Rites, the Penances also 
serve the purpose of creating a capability of experiencing the Results 
of Actions, — and as the unobstructed capability that has to be created 
is that of the Master^ and not that of the Priests, — they must be re- 
garded as to be done by the Master. 

Capability, in all cases, is of two kinds: one that removes un- 
desirable qualities, and another that brings about fresh desirable ones. 
As a matter of fact we find that Purificatory Rites belong to the latter 
category, while Penances belong to the former : Whoever sets about 
performing the Jyotishtoma and other sacrifices is bound to have, in 
himself, certain undesirable qualities, due to his having, either in the 
present or in past lives, done something sinful, in the shape of the neg- 
lect of his necessary duties, and the performance of prohibited actions. 
And if these are not removed they would surely bring about results 
contrary to the eccompHshment of the Final Result of the Sacrifice ; 
and hence they would obstruct the fulfilment of this B*esult; even 
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though the sacrifice may be performed perfectly, without any discre- 
pancies, And consequently, the Sacrifice stands in need of some agency 
for the removal of these obstacles. And then, inasmuch as we find 
the Penances laid down in the same Context, we must regard these as 
according some aid to the Sacrifice And the aid accorded by them is 
taken, on the grounds of Mutual noM, ProMmity and Capability, to be 
in the form of the removal of the aforesaid undesirable qualities. 

Specially as the Penances bring some pain to the Performer, 
it can, by that Pain, set aside the aforesaid sins that tend to obstruct the 
accomidishment of the Apumi. Just as the slight i)ain, caused by 
the performance of the Expiatory Rite, is accepted, on the ground of 
Direct Declarations to that effect, to set aside the Adharma (sin) tend- 
ing towards the bringing of much greater pain so in the same 
manner, we could also have in the case in question (the Pain caused by 
the Penances setting aside the sins tending to obstruct the realisation 
of the sacrificial Apurva)> 

As for those Penances that are laid down distinctly as accessories 
to sacrifices, or as loading to desirable results, — inasmuch as it is not 
necessary for them to accomplish any otlier results, — and as there is 
Tio need of the removal of any obstacles,— -they must be regarded ag 
leading to such desirable results as Heaveii and the like. But those 
that are laid down by way of Expiatory Rites, can lead to no other 
result, save the removal of the obstructing Sin. And so all the Pen- 
ances cannot be regarded of one and the same form and character. 

Sutra ( 10 ) : The suhsia/aeut deelaration also is to the 
same effect. 

Iji continuation of the Injunction of the Penances, wc have the 
declaration ‘ atdia uudhyaUanak ' (‘ he becomes capable of performing 
excellent sacrifices ') ; and this mention of the ‘ capabilit}^ of perform 
ing sacrifices ’ must be regarded as pointing to the fact of the Pen- 
ances being performed by the Master (who is the actual Performer of 
Sacrifices) . 

Satra ( 11 ): Thcf/ eoald he done hy others, when there 
‘Would be a direet deelaration to that effects 

* As in the case of the ‘ giving of foregoing Adhi- 

karana, so in the present case also we have the distinct declaration of 
‘ the Priests fasting*; and in view oi this JMiect Declaration, this 
particular Penance of FaMiny caniK)t but be regarded as lo be done 
by the Priests. * * 



ADHIKAIUNA (4). 

|Thf) ‘ Red Turban ’ etc., belong to all the Prie^sts. ] 

SUtra (12;: an thet/ are AceeHSonj Details^ 

(secondary factors) their per/ormnnce could not be 
reijalated by the Name oj the Vedie section in which 
they happen to be mentioned. 

[Some people explain this Sutra, as sliowii in the Bhashi/a, as 
embodying a reply to the assertion that the Penances should be done 
by persons indicated by the names of the Vedie sections in which they 
happen to be mentioned.] 

But as this reply has already been given in Siitra (G), tiie 
Bhashya proceeds to give another explanation. There are certain de- 
tails which, though having the character of Purificatory Rites, are 
distinctly laid down as pertaining to the Priests, — e.g., the 'Red Tur- 
ban for (he ’ (at the Qyena) the ‘ golden necklaces for the Priests ’ 

(at the Vajajihja) ; and with regard to these there arises the (piestiou 
as to whether those belong to the particular Priest indicated by the 
Names of the V^edio sections in which they happen to be mentioned 
or to all of them. 

And on this question, we have the following— 

PURVAPAKvSHA. 

“ The • Red Turban ’ etc., are found mentioned in particular 
“ sections of the Veda, named the ‘ Audydfra ' etc. ; and as such, even 
though they are Puriheatorv in their nature, yet, inasmuch as they 
are done to the Priests, in accordance with the Direct Declaration 
Lohitoshmhd Rtmjah ’), they cannot but be regarded as having their 
“ performers marked out by the Name (of the Vedie section in which 
“ they are laid down).” 

81DDHANTA. 

The amenability of such accessories as those in question being set 
aside by the fact of their being distinctly purificatory in their nature, 
the Declaration, by which they would bo transferred (from the Master) 
to the Pri(‘si.s, would also connect them with all of them. That is to 
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say all that the sentence * Lohitoshmaha Rivijnh ' does is to lay down 
the ‘ Red Turban ‘ with reference to the Priests ; and as suoli there 
would be no incongruity in these being repeated with eacli of the Priests, 
in accordance with the Law of the Repetition of the Secondary with 
each Primary ; and hence the presence of the ‘ Red Turban ' with all 
the Priest could not be set aside by tlie Indication of the Name (of the 
Vedic section in which the sentence occurs). And hence there could be 
no restriction as to the Details in question belonging to any particular 
Priest only. 



ADHIKARAl^IA (5). 

[The Desire for Raiu belongs to the Master.] 

SUtra (13): The Uenire lUso (belongs to the Master); ns 
it is he who is related to the purpose seriu'd by the 
Saerifl.ee. 

[In connection with the JyotiHhtoma we find the sentence — ■ Yadi 
kamaylt varshel parjanyah mcaissado minuydt ; ‘ and with regard to 
this there arises the question as to whether ‘ Desire for Rain ’ pertains 
to the Master or to the Priest. I 

As the desire for the Principal Result is definitely ascertained, — 
(1) on account of the Atmanepada ending in ‘ Yaj^ta, (2) on account of 
co-extensiveness, and (3) because of the Aimanepadu hffix in Adadhita * — 
as belonging to the same Person who performs the Principal Action , 
hence what remains dmbtjul is only the particular person to wliorn the 
Desire for the Minor Result belongs ; and on this question we have the 
following — 

PUR7APAKSHA. 

The Desire (or Minor Restdts, such as those mentioned in con- 
neotion with the Sadotndna, are pointed out- -by the Parasmaipadfi 
‘ affix in ' ininuydt " — as belonging to the same person who does the 
“ Sadormna ; and hence there can be no doubt as to that person being 
pointed out by the nmne (* Adhvaryava * of the Vedio section in 
“ which the sentence occurs), as the Adhvaryu” 

And in reply to tliis we have the following — 

SIDDHANTA. 

The Atmanlpada ending in the word ‘ YafUaJ which occurs in- 
connection with tlie Principal Action (to which the Sadorndna is subsi- 
diary), distinctly shows that all the desires connected with the w hole 
Performance belong to tlie Master only. That is to say, from the Con- 
text it is clear that * fpfdi kdmayet ’ is always to he taken as ‘ yadi 
kdmayel yajamdnak * ; and hence the Result cannot hut be regarded 
as belonging to the Maste^r. 

In fact the Ponasmaipada^uding in ’ minuydt ^ also, which denotes 



DESIRE FOR RAIN BELONOS TO MASTER. 


1(571 


an action of the Adhmrffu. is finite oxplicahicj in accon lance with 
the Siddhanla view ; as otherwise, if the Kesult, following from the 
action expressed by the root ' Dmnin' (to throw) (in ' minuydt'), 
were meant to belong to the same Person that wtmld do the Mann (i.e., 
who would 1)0 the nominative of ' mmiiydl,' the Adhvaryu Priest), — 
then, inasraiK h as the Koot is a. ‘ uif ’ one, we should have had tlie 
Atmanepiida ejiding (in accordance with Panini’s SiVra : ‘ svnriia nikik 
karifiijamini kriyaphale.* And as this Direct Declaration (in the shape 
of the Pctrasmctipadu ' minuynt ') would set aside the co*extoiisiveness 
(i.e the fact of tlie Desire and the Sadomdva pertaining to the same 
Nominative) indicated by Syntactical Connect I ojk there' would be 
nothing incongruous iii tin's. Or. we might retain the said co-exten- 
siveness indicated l)y Syntactical Connection, as quite compatible 
with the Siddhanla, by taking it as i»ased upon tlie Adhvar\ n’s Desire 
being in the form — ‘ may the Master obtain the liain that he desires." 

The word ‘ Mhd ’ (' also ') in the Sutra is meant to show that the 
conclusion — ‘ samdhhyavd na myamyate * (‘ the Name does not res- 
trict the performance as being done by a certain Person arrived at 
in the previous Adhikarana. applies to the present cast^ also. 

Siitrn ( 14 ) : The Desire would helouff to others, when 
it would be spoken of ns such. 

In the other Adhikaranas the Sulm has had ‘ in cases where we 
have a direct declaration to that effect but inasmuch as there is no 
such Direct Declaration in connection with the subject of the 
present Adhikarana, we have the Sutra simply saying * in a case where 
it is spoken of as such.’ 

The sentence — ‘ Udydld dimane. vd yajamdndya vd yam kdmam 
kdmayel^ lamdgdyaii ’ — clearly iiidic.ates the fact of the Desired Result 
belonging to both (the Udgdlf as well as the Master) ; (1) because of 
the mention of the word * vd' (‘or’), and (2) because of the Dative 
(in * dtman^ * and * yajaindimya *) distinctly pointing to the fact of 
the Action being for the sake of both. 



ABHIKARANA (H). 

[The Manlrm beginning with AyardJi' belong to the Master.] 

SUtVit ( 15 ) : The Mantran alno. that are not instrumentai 

in the pertofnianee of ana/ aetions^ ave like the 
nes'huu 

[In regard to such ManhaH as — ' Ayiirda dgm nyur im dehi. 

* varcodd ague asi varco dfdii' etc., etc.,— there arises the question 
as to whether these have to be recited by the Priests, or by the 
Master. And on this question, we have the following — ) 

PCRVAPAKSHA. 

“These Benedictory Mantras, not being oonneoted with any 
“ action, must be regarded as to be recited by the Person indicated by 
“ the Name (of the Vedio section in which they occur). Because 
“ there are no results to follow from them ; because the Ma7itras ar(‘ 
“ not injunctive, and there can be no reason for the assumption of 
“ results following from what is not enjoined. As for the Hope ex- 
“ pressed in the Mantras , that could serve the purpose of encouraging 
“ the Adhvaryu^ as much as the Master.” 

In reply to this we have the following — 

SIDDHANTA. 

They must be regarded as to be recited by the Master. Because, 
having no distinct results of their own, they could not but be express- 
ing the Hope for the Results to follow from the Principal Sacrifice. 
And there can be no doubt that this latter Result is to be hoped for 
by the Master, and not by the Priest; as the Result accruing to the 
latter, — viz., the obtaining of the Sacrificial Fee, — would be accom- 
plished even without the due fulfilment of the Principal Result ; and 
because this Result (the Fee) being obtainable from the Master, could 
not be asked for from Agni. 

If the Priest should ask for these Results, from Agni, for the sake of 
the Master, that would not be compatible with the expression * ml d^hl,' 
which distinctly shows that the Result is asked for by the speaker for 
himself. * 
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Hence it must be admitted that it is the Master liiinsolf who is to 
recite this Mantra Aov the purpose of oucouraging himself, by the 
delineation of the desirable I^esnlts to be o])taii\ed from tl\e Prineipal 
Sacrifice. 

Sutra (16) : Siwctafff/ as we Jiad tike Mantras reel ted 
dnriuff his ahsenee (from the place of Sacrifice). 

We find that these mantras appear along with certain other Mantras, 
—such as 'lha eva san tatra santam, etc/ — which are to be recited by the 
Master, by way of a worshipful address to Agni ; and the words of the 
latter Mantra di.stiiietly show that it is to be recited by one who is 
absent from the place where tlie Agnihotra is actually performed. And 
this shows that the Recitation belongs to the Ma.st(W, and not to the 
Priest ; becau.se a Priest that would he absent from the place of Sacrifice, 
w'OLiId no longer be a Priest; as ho would not he conn(‘otecl with the 
Sacrifice. As for the Master, even during his absence, the innterials 
offered in Sacrifice !)nist be tliose that belonged to him and wliicli he 
had set aside (mentally given away) for the Sacrifice; and as such he 
would continue to bo related to the Sacrifice, as its Master ((‘ven during 
his absen(?e) 

And inasmuch avS tlie other Benedictory J/aw/ms-—* Ayurda, etc.’— 
are similar in character to the Mantra ‘ lha eva san etc., just treated 
of, they too must be regarded as to be recited by the Master, and not 
by the Priests. 
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ADHIKAKA.NA (7). 


\ Mantras mentioned in two sections of the V^eda are to he recited 
by both the Priests indicated by tlie names of those sections.] 

Siitru 1 17) : Muntvus hirutioneiJ twlre are to he recited 
by both: as f/nts <91 one eon hi the re/petitfon be 
JastifietL 

In connection with the Darca-Purnamma we find certain Mantra.'^ 
mentioned in two parts of the Veda —c.g. that with which the Bntter is 
taken up, ‘ Panmnanivavatanam, do' is found montionod in a general 
way in the Adhvaryava and again more specifically in the Yaja- 

mana section. And with regard to this there arises the (jnestion as 
to whether this Mantra is to be recited (1) by both conjointly, (2) or b>' 
one or the other, optionally. (Jl) or by the Adhvaryu alone, or (4) by 
the Master alone. And on this question— the Purvaprfkshn is that — 
’‘It should be recited either by the Adhvaryu only, or In' the om‘ or 
the other, opliomdlyP 

In reply to this we Juive the Slddhdnia, tliat botJi (the Adlrwaryu 
as well as the Master) should recite it. 

Ohjedion : “ Inasnuich as the Mantra is more spe(‘ifically men* 
“ tioned in the section named ‘ Yaja?ndna/ it should be recited by the 
“ Master only.” 

Reply : A specific Najiie is accepted to be more authoi itative, only 
when the Mantra is mentioned but once When however it is mentioned 
separately, in the generic and as well as the specific section,— if we 
were to accept the indieatiojis of the Specific Name, then the mention 
id the Mantra in the othei’ section would be absolutely purposeless. 
Further, when the and the pertain to the same object, 

the formei* sets aside the latter And in tlie case in question though 
botli treat of tlic same Mantra, yet as its mention is distinct in 
the two cases, the two must be regarded as pertaining to diverse 
objects. Then again, wc must find some use for the two distinct men- 
tions of the Mantra ; and there can be no other use save that it should 
be recited by both persons (Aon.sequently it must be admitted that 
both (the Master and th« Adhvaryu) should recite the Mantra, 

Ohjedion : “ Of the two mentions, one may be taken as serving the 
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‘‘ puri)oae of showing tho form of the Mantm, ainl the t)tiu;r that of 
pointing out the use (o wliich it sliouM )>o put. And then, inas- 
much as Mantras are meant to serve tlie purpo.se of indicating the 
'• actions to be performed, — and as the primaf'v action and its subsi- 
“ diaries have all one and tlie same performer, - tlie Manfra sliould be 
recited by that Priest who gives his name to the Vedic Section in 
which the actiun of holding Iho. biUter (which is indicated by the 
Manfra) may be found to be laid down. Pecausc it is only in sucl) 

'' cases that the Mantra, being cognised as to b(^ used, (‘oiues to stand 
in need of a Person who should use it. And as for the mere pointing 
“ out of the form of the Mantra, that could be done, even witliout its 
being used at the time of the perfonnanc.', of an Action, by a mere 
reading of the Vedic text. As a matter of fact, vve find that the 
“ Holding of Ihc BiUUr U distinctly found to bo laid down in tlie 
‘‘ Adhvaryava section ; and as such the Manlra should he recited by tin* 
‘‘ AdJmtryn only., and not by the Master/^ 

Reply : The mention of the Mantra in tlic Yajatndna soebion also^ 
— even though it be meant nu'rely as showing the form of the Mantra ^ 
and not as connected witli any action, —leads us to believe that it is 
to be used ; and as aucli even in this oase^ it stands in need of a person 
who could use. it ; and the fact of its being mentioned in the Ydjnmdna 
section slious fcliat it is to be used by the Yajarndna (Master). 

Queslion : “ What special purpos<* would lie sorviM by such usc of 
the Mantras '! ” 

Ansirer : It is necessary for the Master to examine (keep an eye 
on) the actions, just in the .same manner as it is necessary for the 
Adhvaryti to perform them. And in cases wdnn*c no Mantras are laid 
down for the Master, the examining would bo done in other ways ; in 
the case in (piostion however, wc (ind the Mantras distinctly laid down 
for the Sacrifice ; and hence the (examining would be done by menn.s of 
tliesc Manlras. And the use of the Mantras would lie in their serving 
as the moans of examining the AdlivaryxYs doing.-’. 



ADHIKARANA. (8). 

[It is only the Learned that is to bo made to repeat Mantra.$,\ 

Sutra (18;: It Is onlj/ the learued that is to be made to 
repeat {Mantras); as an ignorant person is not 
spoke n of (in connection with Sacrifice). 

Wo have certain sentences laying down the fact of the Master 
being made to repeat certain Mantras ; [and with regard to these there 
arises the question as to whether the learned and the ignorant master 
alike are to be made to repeat them, or the learned only. And on this 
question, we have the following — J 

PORVAPAKSHA. 

“ Tlie Ignorant too can be made to repeat the Mantra, in parts ; 
“ and as such it is botli the Learned and the Ignorant that are to bo 
“ made to repeat the Mantras ; or, inasmuch as the Learned would 
“ himself know the Mantra, there would be no need, in his case, of 
'' another person prompting him in the repeating of the Mantra, —it is 
“ the Ignorant only who is to be made to repeat.'' 

In reply to this, we have the following — 


SIDDHANTA. 

The Ignorant person is not spoken oj {in conneciion with sacrifices). 

That is to say, if the study of the Veda had been laid down along 
with the declarations of certain actions as to bo performed with a view 
to certain desirable results,— then, it would be possible for the Igno- 
rant Master to bo taught the Vcdic texts, even at the time of the per- 
formance. As a matter of fact, however, the study of the Veda is laid 
down, without reference to any particular action, in the sentence 
' tasmdl svddhyayo dkyUavyak' And as, in accordance with this, there 
would be many persons, knowing the Veda, available for sacrifices, 
there would be no Apparent Inconsistency (to Justify an Ignorant 
Master repeating the mantras) ; and consequently all sacrifices would 
pre-suppose a knoxvkdge^oj the Veda as a well-established^ fact, just 
like the Laying of Fire ; and they could not point to the fact of the 
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Veda being taught at the time of the performance. Nor would the 
texts, taught at the spur of the moment, be called * Veda ’ (as the 
proper study of the Veda has to be made under certain very rigid 
conditions). Consequently, only those that have been gr)t up 

before the performance of the Action commenced, could be accepted 
as accessories to that Action ; and hence no Ignorant person can be 
entitled to the repetition of Manlrm at sacrifices. 

Even in the case of the Ma.ster knowing the Manlras, we could 
have a person urging him to repeat the Mantras \ just as we have llic 
Priests addressing the several Directions to one another (though every 
one of them knows quite well what is required to be done) ; because 
even though the Master might be quite (uipable of icciting the Mantra, 
yet he cannot do it until urged to it (by the Afihcanjv). And us 
for this urging or prompting, this can he done in two ways: (1) tiie 
prompter could go ou repeating the Mantra part by part (and tlu^ 
Master would be repeating it after liini)» or (iJ) would simply ask 
him to recite (and the Master, knowing full well which Mantra was 
meant to bo recited, would go on with the recitation). 

The Bhashya puts forward the (ptestion : “ Knowledge of how much 
of the Veda is necessary for a person being tniithd to the repetition of the 
Mantras ? ” This question is calculated to clear the question raised by 
the upliolder.s of the Vacieshika and other .systems of philosrqfiiy as to 
a knowledge of their own philo.sophical .systems being jie(y\s.sary for a 
person before lie is entitled to the performance of sacrifices. 

The reply to this question, given in Hie Bhashya is — * Knowledge 
of that much of the Veda Is necessary, as would render him capable of 
performing the duties devolving upon him,^ — this reply being based 
upon the fact of the knowledge affording a perceptible help to the 
Sacrifice through creating (in the Performer) a certain capability (tend- 
ing to the proper accomplishment of the Sacrifice). That is to say, 
though the whole of the Veda is included in the * svadhydya' (‘ VcMiie 
study ’ laid down by the Injunction ‘ svddhydyo* dhyelavyah), yet inas- 
much as the Mantra and Brdhmana portions dealing with the JyoUsIr 
toma could be of no use to uno purhiiiiiing the Dari^U’Purmmma, the 
absence of a knowledge of those portions could not incapacitate the 
person from performing these latter {Sacrifices, Similarly inasmuch us 
a knowledge of the Ishti portion of the Veda would make a man cap- 
able of performing the Ishlis, only that portion of the Veda would 
constitute the ‘ svadhydya ’ for one who would be performing tlumi 
But the whole of the Veda is studied, becaui* ii is not known which 
action and at what time, one might be called upon to perform, — as all 
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actions, the 7u7;/y«, the naimittka and the kamya, are performed as occasion 
presents itself (there being no fixed time for these). Consequently, if 
he read only certain portions of the Veda, there might be occasions 
wheji he would be called upon to perform Sacrifice? with a view to 
certain results, — the V’'edic portions relating to which he may jiot have 
read ; and not knowing these he would be incapable of performing 
these Sacrifices ; and as such, would be excluded from its performance 
Then again, the readin.g up of these ])ortions at the time of the per- 
formaiioe would not be coinited as ‘ Vedic study*: as this has a fixerl 
time for it, like all observances ; nor would such a reading be accepted 
at Sacrifices, which have all their requirements fulfilled by the Veda 
studied, in tlie right style (as done during a period of Brahmacarya, etc., 
etc ) ; and hence the employment of such a person would create a 
discrepancy in the perfonnaiicc. Then again, inasmuch as ' Vaiic 
study ’ is not included iii the texts laying down the performance of 
actions with a view to certain desirable results, all sacrifices stand in 
need of the Veda as studied in accordance with the generic [njunction 
of Vedic study, not laid down with reference to any particular Action ; 
and as such it is necessary for the whole Veda to be studied during tlio 
period of Brahmacarya. If through soim^ inh(*rent incapacity, (juc 
could not read up tlic whole at tliat time, — and he manages to get up 
t.he portions reUiting to Agniholra and tlve Daraa-Purnamdsa , then 
this much of knowledge would not fail to entitle him to tlic perform- 
ance of these Actions. 

Sucii l)eing tlu’ case, tlio knowing of the branches of knoulodgo 
other than the Veda (i.e. the various systems of IMiilosophy etc) would 
be very far from being necessaty (for the performance of Sacrifices). 
As for tlie knowledge of Self, however, inasmuch as without such 
knowledge one could not take up tbe Sacrifices (which are always 
done with a view to certain transceudeiital results accruing after 
death).- —it mu.st be regarded as necessary for the performance of all 
^iierifices {Vide Clokavdrfika — section on 'xlimavdda ’). 



ADJIiKAllAN.A (0). 

[The Twelve Dranihms are to lx' performed by (Ik^ Adhmryn.] 

Siitvn ( 19 ': •* itehnj iiicnfionetl iit tin- Yiiituunna sei-tiou 
‘* 0 / the VMa, the Actions shonttt be done bjf the 
*• Master.-^ 

[In coiinocjt'inn with IIk? ;\r(‘ In id down tlio 

twelve i\Gik)m--' VaLsnt/nrpavas^^^^^^ niul the like; and with regard 
to these there arises the ({uosi ion as to wliolher tliest; Actions iht. to he 
done hy thi*. Adhrtoijn or by the Maslrr. And on this (inestion, we 
have the following]. — 

PURVAPAK«11A. 

*'The twelve .D\ and va- Actions iii quostion are found mentioned 
in the Yajammia as well ns tlio Mlivanfam se(‘tion of tlie Veda: ami 
as sucli, being like ManiraH mentioned in the two sections (dealt with 
‘Minder Sulra 17), they covikl not be performed hy both (the Master 
“and the Adhvaryu) ; and hence, through the name ‘ Yajmmnn^ th(‘ 
“Actions in question should be regarded as to Ix' performed by the 
“ Master,'' 

SIDDHANTA. 

Snti*n ( 20 ) : The Adh ear if h should pevjorul theui; ns if is 
for the sake o/ these {that he is appointed) : the 
J ndieations of the Name (* Ydjama niV) too aaiuld 
justifij that firoeed are. 

Until the Actions have actually made their appearance, they do not 
acfpiiro the cliaracter of ^ Dvnndva'; atid as there are no words in- 
junctive of tliom (in the Yajamana section), they cannot be regarded as 
having their original appearance in that section ; as a. matter of fact, 
they have their appearance in the Adhvaryava section. And with 
regard to the actions thus originatively mentioned in this section, 
there arises a desire to know who their Performer is ; and the fact of 
the services of the Adhvaryu having been engaged for the performance 
of these Auctions marks out the Adhvaryu ag the required Performer 
of these Actions ; and hence there would be no further desire to find out 
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their Performer, at the time that the same Actions are spoken of as 
‘ Dvandvas ' (in the Ydjamdna section) ; and as such they could not be 
regarded as to be performed by the Master (on the strength of the 
name of this latter section). 

Thus then we find that the simple performance of the Actions not 
being connected with the Master, it is only the Dvandvatd (Coupling) 
of these that could be done by him. (But this too is not possible) ; 
as the Coupling too <^ould not possibly be done by a person other 
than the actual performer of the Actions ; because the Coupling is to 
be done immediately after the Actions have been performed ; and 
when all Actions are performed by one Person, their Coupling could 
not be done immediately after their performance, if it were done by 
another Person. Nor would it do to make the Actions also performed 
by the Master, for the sake of the immediate Coujiling. Hence, in 
accordance with the Law relating to Contradiction of the Accessories of 
Subsidiaries {Sutra, XT I — ii, — 25), the Coupling too must be regarded 
as to be done by the Adhvaryu (and not by the Master). 

Tlieii, as for the name 'Ydjamdna' (of the section in which the 
Couplings are laid down), its indications would be duly observed, by 
the fact of the Master calling the attention of the Adhvargu to the 
Couplings of the Actions performed by the latter. 



ADHIK ARA]S^\ (10). 

[ The Adhvaryava-Karnna should be ])orforined by the Hatri, ] 

SUtra [21): When tlieve Is ninfunl ineonijHifihiUtij^ the 
Kaya\ia Mantra shoafd he reef ted (by the Hotrl); 
because o/ the rnherent retaf fan ship (between the two) 
The other Mantra shonfd he recited by another 
Priest^ adio may have special reasons for doiny it. 

In connection with the 8aarilieial l\)st at the Jyotishfowa, we 
have two Manlras — one to bo I’eeilod by the Adhmri/u, ' Parlvlrrm 
etc* which is descriptive of the rnsti’urnentality of the tying of the 
Rope, and another to be recited by the lloiri ‘ Y iiva siivnsdh etc.\ which 
is descriptive of the actual Tf/lng. — both of which are recited simulta- 
neously, by the two Priests, at the Primary Sacritice (J yothhloyna ) ; 
and these same Mantras come to bo used at its Modification — the 
Kundapayindrnayana (in accordance with the Law that the Modifica- 
tion is to be done in the same way as tlie Origin«al) ; a nd inasmuch as at 
this particular Sacrifice (of the Kmjdapdi/inaniat/anfi)^ the duties of the 
Hotjri and the Adhvaryu are performed by the same person (in accor- 
dance with the Injunction ‘To hold so Uidhvanjnh*) \ and as such 
the recitation of both Mantras being impracticable, it becomes neces- 
sary to recite only one of them, «aiid reject the other. And there arises 
the question, which one of th(» two Mantras should be admitted 
and which rejected. 

And on this question, we have the following — 

PURVAPAKSHA, 

*‘In the first place there can be no hard aiid fast rule as to 
“which one of the two should be recited. Or, it may be that in- 
“asmuch a,s the Hotri has a well-established character, the Injunc- 
“ tion ‘ Yo hold so 'adhvaryuh ’ must be taken as laying down 
“the duties of the Adhvaryu as to be one by the Hotri \ and as 
“such at the Sacrifice in question, the Hotri (uinnot give up any of the 
“ accessories belonging specifically to him ; and as such it his Mantra 
“r Yum %uvd8d, etc') that should be re]ect<jd (and not that which 
“ belongs to tbe Adhvaryu, Parivlrasi etc'). 

211 



1(582 TANTBA- VAKTMCA, ADH. HI — FAD A VHl. — ADUl. (10). 

SIDDHANTA. 

When botli cannot be used, and one has to be rejected, it is the 
Karana- Mantra (‘ Parmrasi etc.*) that should bo admitted, because of 
the 'particular inherent 'relationship. 

In connection with this some people offer the following explana- 
“ tion: “The ‘inherent relationship’ spoken of could be nothing else 
“ but the close proximity to the Principal. And hence, inasmuch as 
“ that which is descriptive of the Tying would be an extraneous 
“ factor in the Tying it would be a remoter auxiliary than the other 
“ which is descriptive of the I mtrumentality ; as this latter forms an 
“ integral part of the Tying, and as such is more nearly related to 
“ it (and it is for this reason that the former Mantra ‘ Parivirasi etc' 
“ should be rejected).” 

But this explanation is not tenable; as the said ‘proximity’ 
could not serve as the ground for the admission of one of the Mantras, 
Because if the Performer would come to the Action, (the Reciting) 
through the Principal Action (the Tying), then in that case, a proxi- 
mity or non-proximity to this latter could serve as a determining 
factor. But as a matter of fact we find that the said Performer is 
got at, both as regards the Primary and the Subsidiaries, by means of 
the Name and the Implicating Injunction. Nor is the present case 
subject to the Law of the Contradiction of the Accessories and Subsi- 
diaries (Sutra XII — ii — 25) ; as both the Mantras are equally Accessories, 
Nor does the mere remoteness of the aid imparted make the accessory 
imparting such aid the less authoritative, when this accessory appears 
in another action ; as this also falls in with the action. In fact, the 
Mantra sought to be rejected is not a remote Auxiliary either ; as it 
serves the purpose of bringing about a visible purificatory effect, by the 
contrivance of the remembrance of the Tying being performed. Hence 
we conclude that the ‘ inherent relationship,* of the Mantra belong- 
ing to the Adhvaryu, spoken of in the Sutra, is that consisting in the 
fact of the connection of this Mantra (with the Tying) being distinctly 
perceptible] while that of the Mantra — that belonging to the Hotri^ 
can at best, be only inferred. That is to say, in the Implicatory Injunc- 
tion laying down the * Hotri ' and other priests, these words being used 
in their direct original signification — with reference to the Actions that 
are spoken of in connection with the word ‘ Adhvaryu * and the like, — 
we cannot but conclude that the relationship of the Hotfi with these 
Actions is only one to be inferred, while that of the Adhvaryu is 
distinctly perceptible. 
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It has been argued above that, “the Hotri, without renouncing 
bis characteristic details, becomes connected with the Manlm belong- 
ing to the Adhvaryu” 

But he could have been thus connected, only— (1) if the Hotri- 
character depended wholly upon the recitation of that Mantra, or (2) if 
the Adhvaryu had been laid down with reference to the Mantra related 
to the Holri, or (3) if the duties of the Adhvaryu had been laid down 
with reference to the Hotri, As a matter of fact however none of these 
contingencies is possible. (1) Because, the character of the Holri is as- 
certainable from the presence of a certain capability, and even if that 
character were determined by any action, there would be thousands 
of such actions (done by him) that would serve to mark out the llolri 
priest. (2) Nor is the Adhvaryu laid down with reference to the actions 
belonging to the Holri ; because the two words Rotri and ‘ Adhvaryu * 
denote two wholly distinct persons ; and as such (in (he sentence ' yo 
hold dhvaryuh ’) there could be no co-extensiveness between the 
words (in their direct significations) ; and as such it becomes necessary 
to take one of them in tlicir indirect secondary signification ; and then 
it is a well-known fact that all such secondary signilications are assiimerl 
on the ground of certain incongruities or inconsistencies (of the Direct 
signification) ; and as a matter of fact, we do not find any grounds 
for assuming sucli an indirect signification for the word ^ Rolf i,' as this 
is the first to appear in the sentence (and the inconsistency appears 
only after the sentence has been concluded with the word ‘ Adhvaryuh*); 
and hence, according to the ^H^ltra XI I — ii — 23, we must take the word 
‘ Hotfi * in its direct signification ; and as a necessary outcome of this, 
the word ^ Adhvaryuh * should be taken as indicating the 'duties oj the. 
Adhvaryu ' ; and with reference to these the Holri would be laid down ; 
and these would serve certain useful purposes in connection with the 
Sacrifice, which cannot be said of the Performer (Holri) ; and as in all 
such cases it is the principal factor with reference to which some- 
thing is laid down, the Hotri, if enjoined, would be the subordinate 
factor; and as such he would have to be connected with only such 
of his own accessories as would be compatible with the Principal 
factor {'duties of the Adhvaryu; with reference to which helms been 
enjoined). (3) And if the sentence be taken as laying down the ‘ duties 
of the Adhvaryu^ with reference to the Holri (and not the Holri for 
these duties), then, inasmuch as only those of these duties would 
come in to be performed by the Tloifi as are compatible with his own 
duties^ there would be no abandoning by th^ Hotri of any of his own 
specific duties. .And under the circumstances, the 'duties of the 
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Adhvaryu' would come to be merely purificatory of one not related to 
the Original Sacrifice ; and as this would be far from desirable, it is the 
contrary view (that the Hotri is laid down as reciting the Adhvaryu'^ 
Mantra) that has been accepted. And hence it must be admitted that 
it is the relationship (to the Hotri) of the ‘ Mantra helonsging to the 
Adhvaryu* that is directly perceptible; and hence being the principal 
factor, this would be the Mantra recited (by the Hotfi who is not to 
recite his own Mantra). 

Against this, some people bring forward the following objections : — 
“ In the case in question neither of the two Mantras should be dissociat- 
“ ed from the Hotri. Because, there could be an incompatibility in 
“ the two Mantras (being recited by the same person) only if they were 
“ meant to be recited at one and the same time ; in the case in question? 
‘‘ however, we find that the Karana-Mantra is to be recited before the 
“ action, while the other is recited afler the Action has been performed. 
That is to say, in accordance with the Law ' Mantrdniena Karma- 
disafinipdtah \ the Karana-Mantra is always recited before the Tying, 
‘‘while the other Mantra (descriptive of the Kriyamdna action) is 
“ recited after the Tying has been done. And as such tliere would be 
“ no incongruity in the Hotri reciting both these Mantras.'’ 

Reply : It is not so ; because the Kriyamana-cJiaracter (i.e. the 
character of being performed) persists from the Hanhalpa, a mental 
operation of the Agent, to the end of the Action ; and hence if the 
action of Tying were called up by the completion of the Action 
immediately preceding it, — then all the said time (from the Sankalpa 
to the end of the Action of Tying) would be the time for the reciting of 
the Mantra descriptive of the Kriyamdna (and as such the recitation of 
the Karana-Ma7iira at this time would be wholly incongruous, there 
being every likelihood of the time of the one overlapping that of the 
other). 

Objection : ‘ ' But even then inasmuch as the Karana Mantra would 
“ be recited before the aforesaid operation of the Tying (beginning 
“ from the Sankalpa), there could be no incongruity (no chance of the 
said overlapping).” 

Reply : Not so ; because the Karana-Mantra ^ ‘ Parivlrasi etc, can 
not indicate all the following : the Sankalpa, the getting hold of the 
Rope, the Sacrificial Post which has not yet been brought in, and the 
Tying which is but partially coming to appear; and as such this 
Mantra could not but be recited by the Priest standing near the Post* 
when the Principal Action lias been begun (and not before that). 

Objection: ‘But even then, inasmuch as the Action (ot Tying) 
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“ would continue for a certain length of time, the two Maniras could 
be recited at different periods of it, and thus too there would be no 
incongruity in the reciting of both.*’ 

Reply: Why should there be no incongruity, when both the 
Maniras actually come to be recited at one and the same time, the 
time for the Karam-Mantra being indi(;ated by the Order oj Sequence 
mentioned in the Brabmana— passage — yupdya parivlyanmmydnu- 
bruhi' while the same time is also indicated for the other Mantra also, 
by the force of the same Direction (* yiipaya etc.*) ? Nor is there any 
authority for regarding the Mantra descriptive of the Kryamdna as to 
be recited at any one period of time during the performance of the 
Action. Because we find that the Recitation of that Mantra is called- 
up by the Direction addre.ssed (to the Hotri) immediately after the 
Holding of the Rope ; and being a long Mantra it takes up all the time 
from then till the end of the Action (of Tying ) ; and if the Advaryn''< 
Mantra — i.e. the Karana-Manira — were to come in during this time? 
it could not be admitted without interfering with the recitation of the 
former Mantra. 

Objection : “ Under the circumstances, it being founci necessary to 
“ reject cither the simultaneity of the two Mantras, or the fact of their 
being recited by the same person, — it would be more reasonable to 
“ reject the time (i.e. the simultaneity), as its cognition appears long 
after that of the subject under consideration ; and there would be 
► no ground for rejecting their intimate relation.ship to the same 
person (Reciter).” 

Reply: Such could have been the case if, in stepping over the 
time of the Original, the Manlms did not fall off from their purpose. 
As a matter of fact however, if any of the two Maniras were to be 
recited at a time other than the Original, it would certainly fall off 
from the purpose pointed out by its own Indicative force ; and thus in 
this case we would have a contradiction oi.Lihga (Indicative Force). 

Objection: “This Indicative Force would be set aside by the 
“superior authority of the Direct Declaration — ’ ¥o hotd so^ adhva^ 
'*ryuh *.** 

Reply: It would liave been set aside if this sentence had in- 
volved a Direct Declaration (of OJio and the same Person reciting both 
the Mantras ) ; as a matter of fact, however, the sentence indicates 
this fact only by means of Syntactical Connection', and this too 
has been found to be based upon Indirect Secondary Signification. 
Beoaiise we do not find any word of the senjenco directly expressing 
that ‘ tho ka«tr.tH belonging to the Uolfi iind the Adhvaryu are to 
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be recited by one and the same Person ’ ; in fact this is indicated 
by the fact of the two words ' Hota^ and ' Adhvaryuh' appearing in 
the sentence as Co-exteiisive ; and we have already shown above that 
such an indication is always due to Syntactical Connection ; and this 
too has been found to be possible only by taking the word ‘ Adhvar- 
yuh' as indirectly indicating the action (Majitra) related to the 
Adhvaryu. (And certainly such an Indication based upon a far-fetched 
Syntactical Connection could not set aside that based upon the 
afoi:esaid Indicative Force.) 

Objection: “The Indicative Force also, depending upon the 
“Implicatory Injunction, would be very much removed from its ob- 
“ Jective. The Syntactical Connection would beset aside b\’^ the Indi- 
“cative Force, only on account of the former being removed from its 
“objective; and in the case in question, the case w'ould be quite the 
“ reverse (inasmuch as the Indicative Force would be further removed 
“from its objective than the Syntactical Connection would be from its 
“own). Because as a matter of fact, until the presence of the Mantras 
“has been pointed out by the Implicatoiy Injunction, they are not 
“ recognised as to be recited at the same time. Consequently it must 
“be admitted that the fact of the Mantras being recited by the 
“same person is more authoritative than that of their being recited 
“at the same timey 

Reply : It is true that we have bo accept the Implicatory In- 
junction : but that is for the sake of the form of the Mantra, and 
not for that of the Indicative Power. And as for the admission of 
the Injunction for tlie sake of the form of the Mantra, that is 
common to both, Indicative Power as well as Syntactical Connection. 
And when the two Mantras have been duly laid down as to be recited, 
their Indicative Force becomes equal to any Direct Injunction. 

Objection: “This could have been the case, if the Implicatory 
“ Injunction laid down the Mantras as to be recited. As a matter 
“of fact, however, this Injunction cannot lay down the two Mantras, 
“ in contradiction of the unity of the Reciter as laid down by the 
“ Direct Injunction (’ yo hatd a*o’ dhvarytih). Though Syntactical 
“ Connection could not lord it over Indicative Power, — yet if the 
“ form of the Mantra were laid down by the Implicatory Injunction, 
“even the subsequent recognition of incompatibility would enable 
“ us to reject the said Injunction ; and thus the very basis of the 
“Indicative Fpree having been cut off, the Indicative Force itself be- 
“ comes very much weakened. “ 

Reply : It is only when two means of knowledge contradict each 
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other that one is set aside by the other ; nor can an imrooognised con- 
tradiction be the cause of such rejection. And in the case in question, 
at the time that the Iin])licatory Injunction is laying down the Man- 
tras, no such contradiction (or incompatibility) is recognised. And as 
for the incompatibility perceptible after the Mantras have been laid 
down, we have already shown that in all such cases of subsequent 
recognition of incompatibility the indicative Force is endo^^ed with 
the superior authority. 

If, in the case in question the fact of both the Mantras being 
recited by the same person were indicated by Syntactical Connection 
itself, then, there might have been some ground for accepting this 
Connection as posse.ssed of superior authority. As a matter of fact, 
however, what is laid down is the connection witli the Holri, of the 
Mantra belonging to tlie Adhmryu, and not that of the Mantra 
belonging to the Holri himself ; as the reciting of this latter is indica- 
ted by the Implieatory [njunction (i.e. this Mantra is recited by 
the Hotri at the modification simply because of its being so recited 
at the Original Sacrifice; while as for the other Mantra being recited 
by the Hotri, that is aspecial provision meant for the Modification 
only, laid down by the sentence * Yo hota etc:). Consequently if the 
sentence 'yo hota etc: were to reject the other, on tlie ground of 
its indications being directly perceptible, then, the Name itself 
would come to set aside the Connection, with the Hotri, ot the Mantra 
descriptive of the Kriyamdm (i.e. the Mantra 'yum suvdsdh etc:). 
And in that case, there being no incompatibility between the 
indications of Indicativ^e Force and Syntactical Connection, there is 
nothing that could be set aside; and we would obtain the recitation 
of the Mantra belonging to tlie Adkvaryu. While if we were to accept 
the fact of Indicative Force being possessed of superior authority, 
in the manner shown above, then, we would fall upon something most 
undesirable (i.e. we would have the recitation of the Mantra belonging 
to the Hotri only, the other being wholly rejected) ; and that would 
lead to the very object of the sentence ‘lo hoid etc. being wholly 
set aside (by the said Indicative Power) ; as the object of this sen- 
tence is the conneoting of the Hotri with the Mantra belongi7uj to the 
Adhvaryu, and not that of the Hoiri with the Mantra belonging to 
himself. And hence in that case we would have the recitations at the 
Modification (the Kundai)dyimmayana) exactly in the same way as we 
have at the Original Primary Sacrifice (of the Jyotishtoma). 

For these reasons it must be admitted ^that, on account of the 
peculiar inherent relationshi p (expressed by the sentence ‘ yo hotS 
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so' dhvaryuh" the K ar ana- M antra (hB\ongmg to A dhvarnu) should 

be recited by the thereby setting aside the indications of 

the name ‘ Adhvaryava \ as to the Mantra bearing this name being 
recited by the Adhvaryu, which could be possible (at the Modification) 
only through the Implicatory Injunction (that ‘the Modification is to 
bo done in the same way as the Original Primary ’). 



ADHIKAHANA (II). 


[The Directing, and the Action commissioned are to he done bv 

different persons.] 

Sutra (22): Jn the ease of DlreetioaH afso^ (the Action 
commissioned should be done by a person other* than the 
Director); been use t^lrectlons alwatfs refer to another 
pevHou. 

[In connection with tlie Darc.a^^Tirnamasa, we find cei t iin Direct 
Hons laid down — such as ' prolcshnnlrasaftttga' etc. etc ; and with 
re^aivi to these there arises the question whether tln^ Person add r’o.ssiin; 
the Direction is the same that is carrying out tlie Dircctitm, or they 
care different. And on this question, we have the following — | 

PUHVAPAKSHA. 

“Inasmuch as both the Direction and the Action commissioned 
“thereby are equally subject to the Name 'Adhvaryava,' botli should 
“be regarded as to be done by one and the same person— vi/ : the 
A dhavryu. 

Objection \ ‘ How could there be a Direction of one’s own self V 
''Reply: The words under consideration aro no Imperative Direc- 
"(ions; the Imperative ending is only meant to indicate tiiat the 
“ Hme for the particular action has arrived. 

“The upholder of the ‘ Direction- theory ’ retorts: ‘Jf the Im- 
perative in the sense referred to by you were ad<lressed to one’s own 
“self, then, certainly, we should have the affixes of the First Person. 
“ The Second Person, in the sense of yon, could not bo pos.sible unless it 
“ were meant for another person. If however the word be tak(?ii as 
“ Directions (to somebody else) it is only right that there should 
“ be the endings of the Second Person.’ 

Reply: I'he fact of the words being imperative directions is set 
“ aside by the very fact of the utterance of these words, and the per- 
“ formance of the action commissioned by those words, being done 
“ by one and the same person, — as is distiuetty indicated by the name 
“ * Adhvaryava’ ; and then, in that case, the words could not but be 
taken as*jaying down the advent of a particular time; and then there 
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‘'arises the question whether this time is that of the Actions or of 
“the Perfortmrs) and it is at once concluded that it is that of the 
“ a(5l.ious ; ht^cause it is these that, being enjoined, have been pve- 
“ viously recognised as having an origination; and hence the recalling 
“of the time for their performance is found t<) servo a perceptibly 
“ useful ])urpo.se. Jf the time were taken as pertaining to the Per- 
“ formers, then the ease would be wholly the reverse of it (the purpose 
“served being, at best, only an imperceptible one). Then as for the 
“ Second Person endings, it has been used simply because the affix 
“of some particular Person was necessary in a Verb; and there is 
“no special significance attaching to the affixes of the particular 
“ l*erson used. In fact it is the action itself which is addressed thus, 
“‘your time has arrived/ If the word were taken as signifying 
“the advent of the time of the Perjormer, then, he would stand in 
‘‘ need of being told that for the doing of which the time had arrived. 
“ And if he were meant to be told that ‘ his time for the doing of the 
“ Asadana of the Prokiham etc had arrived,’ — then, the Direction 
“ being a qualified one, there would be a syntactical split. And for 
“ this reason we must take the word as pointing out the advent 
“ of the time of the Action to bo performed. 

“ If, however, the sentence be taken as real Directions^ then, too, 
“ they could not but be taken as addressed to one’s self, the speaker 
himself being taken as the director and the directed, in view either of 
“ the difference befween the Pody and the Bodied soul, or of the 
“ different conditions of his own life. 

“ And thus there can be no doubt as to the addressing of the 
“ l^irections and the performance of the Actions commissioned therein, 
“ being performed by one and the same person.” 

In reply to the above, we have the following — 

SIDDHANTA. 

The Directions arc to be addressed by another person; because 
by their very nature, they refer to another person ; Just like Purchase. 

lb has been argued above that the sentence in question is not a 
real Direction ; but that is not admissible ; as the form of the Mantra 
itself clearly shows that the words involve areal imperative Direction. 
If we were to wSet aside this by the indication of the name ‘ Adhvnrynva' 
as to the two being done by one and the same person. — then that 
would mean the setting aside of Indicative Power by tlie Name, which 
is an absurdity. Noi could this contradiction of Indicative Power be 
ex plained away by taking the words as signifying the advent of time ; 
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because in that case, the presence of the affix of the Second Person 
could not be explained. Specially as unless the action vveie spoken of 
b 3 ^ means of anothei word, the word in question could not be taken as 
addressed to the Action, in the sense of — your time has arrived.* 
Even if this were possible, it could not serve any perceptible purpose » 
because as a rule such w'ords are addressed to living persons only. 
The admission of the diherenco in the various .states of one’s own self too 
could not serve any perceptibly useful purpo.se : and apai t from this, 
such interpretations would involve th(‘ jjeeessity of having ret^ourse to 
secomlary significations, while it has been already shown lliai Mantras 
are to be used in connection with actions signified hy them directly. 
Hence, evei» though the Imperative were taken as signifying tlie 
advent of time, yet even then it could ho addressed to some one. clsi* ; 
and as such the fact of its being done by another person remains 
untouched. 

Nor would this involve a .syntaotioal .split ; as the Din^ction would 
be with regard to a quali/ied object. In any ease it would be necessary 
to admit this object being a qualified oni' ; because of the w^ords 
’ Prokshani ’ etc Nor does the signification of many livings by a 
single word constitute a .syntactical split, as we can never avoid the 
fact of all Verbs .signifying at one an<l the same time, sncli distinct' 
objects as— the Action, the Performer, its riinnber, the Transitive or 
Intransitive character of the V(nb, the particular Person, and the 
Bhdvand; and hence vve cannot but admit of .such a qualified Injuuc- 
tion as we have in the sentence in question. In fact, if we were to 
take the words as signifying the Advent of time, inasmuch as the 
Secofid Person and the Action would be wholly rlistiiict, we would have 
to assume tw'O distinct expre.ssive poteiicic.s in the word (and so it would 
be in j^^our case that there would be a s} ntactical split). In the case 
of the words being taken as Directions, inasmuch as these are alwa,ys 
addressed to Second Persons, the u.so of the Second Person affix might 
be taken as used by way of mere descriptive retcrcnce ; in fact it is only 
thus that we could justify' the name of ' Madhyama (Second) — Purusha 
(Person).* 

Thus then, the Indicative force of the words setting aside the 
Indications of the Name * Adhvaryai^a' tfi(3 Directions should be ad- 
dressed by one person, and the action commissioned therein should be 
performed b\^ another. 
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[The Direction and the Action are to be done by the Adhvaryu and 
the Agnidh respectively.] 

Siitrn (23): ^^The Adhvaryu (should perform what is com- 
“ missioned) ; an is distinetly shoum (by the Veda).'* 

[Now then, there arises the question as to whether the Direction 
is to be addressed by the Adhvaryu to the Agnlt, or vice versa. And 
on this we have the following—] 

PtJRVAPAKSHA. 

“ We have the declaration — ‘ Yadanvanoan dhdrayei vajr^mdh^ 
*'varyum kshinviUi*--ot as otherwise read.. ' Vajrodlivaryum kshiri- 
“ mta.^ it is a well-known fact that the Sphya is held by the 
^*AgnU; and hence the declaration ' Adlivaryum kshinvtta' distinctly 
“shows that it is the Agnlt wielding the Sphya who is to address 
“ the Direction. 

Question: ‘Wherefrom do you get the injunction of this Agmt 
“ as the Director V. 

“ Answer : In accordance with the Sutra XII — ii — 25, inasmuch as 
“ the Direction is a subsidiary action, it is only right that there should 
“ be an elimination of the Nominative of this subsidiary, and not 
“ of the Principal Action. Then again, there are many actions com- 
“ missioned, while the actual Direction is one only ; and for this reason 
“ also, in accordance with the Sutra— ^ Bhnyasam sydt sadharmaivdt ,' — 
“[the Performer as indicated by the name 'Adhvaryava* should be 
“ taken as pertaining intact to the action commissioned by the Direc- 
“ tions, — of which actions there are manyt as such as it is only 
“ right that that whereof the number is large should be given the pre* 
“ference in the matter of relationship with the Performer indicated 
“by the mme]\ and hence the Adhvaryu being regarded as the Per- 
“ former of the actions, we cannot but take the other, the Agnity to 
“ be the person who addiesses the Directions.** 
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SIDDHANTA 

SStra ( 24 ): The woiul * Adhvarya* woufd indirevMy 
apjdy to the AynTit; because of the similaeity of the 
duties (of the two Priests). 

In accordance with the Sutra XII— ii-~23, it is only proper that, 
through priority, it is the Direction that should have for its Performer 
the person indicated by the name ; nor, at that time, is there any 
incongruity perceptible in the accept ince of this person as the ad- 
dresser of the Direction ; in fact it is after the Direction has been ad- 
dressed by that person (the AdJivartju), that the performance, by the 
same person, of the Actions commissioned therein bciu^j^ found to 
be incongruous, the p rformanct^ of thcfsc is relegated to aiiolher 
person. And as tiie Diredor has got some sort of a. nominative agency 
towards the actions performed under his l)irc(daons, the said ad- 
justment of the functions of the two Priests would be quite in keeping 
with the name ‘ ’ (as the directing Adlivurifu would liavts 

an agency with regard to the actions [)orforlncd by the Atjntl under his 
directions). Otherwise (if the Aqnlt wore to do the Directing) in 
regard to the Direc^tion, there would be total rejection of the indica- 
tions of the Name ; as it would be neither doyte nor qol done^ by th(‘ 
Adhvaryu. Hence it must be ad»nittcd that the Aqnli performs the 
actions, when directed by the Adhvanju. 

Then as for the declaration ‘ efc,^ wo can take 

the word 'Adhvaryu ^ a.s referring to the AynU, as ])erforining the duties 
of the Adhvaryu, 



ADHIKARANA (13). 


[In the Karam Manlra.^ what is asked for is the Result accruing to 

the Master.) 

Siitra(^)’. “It Is the Itesnlt aect-nhuj to the. Priests 
“ that is asked for in the Kara na- Mantras; as the 
“deeta ration direetltf points to that.’' 

# 

[la connection with the Dm (;a-Fumamaisa we tind the declatii' 
tion — "Mamayre iHirco vihaveshwastu Hi purvama/piim fjrhnati.* And 
with regard to this there arises the question as to whether the ‘ GJorv ’ 
( Varcfiii) asked for in the Mantra is for the Priest, or for the Master. 
And on this question, wo have the following — ] 

PURVAI>AKSHA 

“Just as in the case of the rc.suits spoken of in Mantras otlier 
“ than the Karana- Mantras, the Result is taken to bo one that is 
“mentioned in the Context, and we do not assume any other, — so, in 
“the same manner, in the Mantra in question, the result spoken of 
“ must be regarded as the same that is mentioned in the Context. 
“And as the Mantras other than the Karanm Mantras are recited 
“ by the Master, it is only proper that the Results therein asked for 
“should refer to the Master. The Karana- Mantras however are al- 
“ ways recited by the Priests, as it is necessary that their recitation 
“ should be done by the same Person that does the Action. If the 
“ Mantras recited by the Adhvaryu Priest would speak of Results 
“pertaining to the Master, then the mention of Wtama' (Mine) would 
“ be wholly incongruous. 

“As for the question as to what sort of * Glory’ could accrue to 
“ the Priest (when the final result of the Action accrues to the 
“ Master), — we reply that a i3roper fulfilment of the Sacrifice would 
“show that Sacrifices at which a particular priest officiates is sure 
“to terminate successfully; and this fame would greatly encourage the 
“Priest. This is what is meant by the BMshya declaration— * eva- 
“ fnutsahi bhavishyati ’) .** ^ ^ 
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STDDHANTA. 

Siftra (26); It wovhl he the llesuit nerr^fnif to the 

Jti (fstee ; fis the ivhole thrnff Is iloite fov his s(thu\ 

The Mmifm in question oannot hv takcMi nu^n^ly ;»s -^ervin^i the 
purposes of enemiraffnnnil as is done by the Manhvx other than the 
Kamna Manira.s. What tiie MmUm does is to .nnMition a result that 
always follows from the subsidiary action (done with the Mantru). 
because the Mauivci has been laid down as servdng a whollv distiju-t- 
purpose (that of pointing to tln^ Dtdty) ; and as such it is only when it 
indicates either the action, or something else connected with it, that 
it comes to be regarded as an aocessory of the Principal Action. 

Thus then, in the case in qne.stion, if the Manim only s])()ke of the 
glory atta(thing to the Adhmrt/u Piies(., then, in that ease, tlie whole 
of this Mantra could not he use<l in accoinplislinumt of I lie Anvddhdna 
of Fire (in conneetioii with which it is laid down) ; because an imlica- 
tion of the Adhvaryii's glory is not required by this Anvddhdna, In 
fact, even if it indicated the Hosult of the Principal Actio a, then too^ it 
could not have any connection with the Anvddhnna) and this connec. 
tion becomes all the more impossible, when it indicates merely the 
Adhvaryit's glory, which is something wliolly r?\traneoii.s to the sacri- 
fioe, and serve.s no us(*ful purpose in connection with the sacrificial 
operations. Hence in accordatice with the Law of the Snklavaka (HI — 
ii — 15 et seq.), the Result spoken of must be taken as tlial which 
follows from the action of Anvadhnnn, as otherwise we could not justify 
the injunction of the Mantra in.strumcntal in that Action (and it has 
been proved already that the Result of actions belongs to the Master, 
and not to the Priests). 

As for the IhimdivAion,^, they are directly subsidiary to the Principal 
Action ; and hence they could become subsidiaries, by the indication 
of the Results of that Action ; and hence if they were to bring about 
distinct results of their own. then, being connected ' (with the distinct 
result), they could not bo taken up by the CVaitcxt as subsidiaries of 
the sacrifice [Vide, Sutra III — iii — 11). And hence the case of the 
Mantra in question cannot be regarded as similar to these Benedic- 
tions. 

OhjecAion : ' Even if the Mantra were to lead to a distinct result, 
inasmuch as the word ‘Mama' refers to the Adhraryu (who recites 
“ the Manlra), the Result should V>c regarded, in accordance with the 
** Law of Tadvyapad^a, as pertaining to the Adfivaryu." 

hepip : It is Indicative Power that indicates the fact of the Result 
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pertaining to the Adhvaryu ; while the Atmanipada affix (in ‘ Madhlta'') 
involves the Direct Declaration of its pertaining to the Master (and 
there can be no doubt that this latter is more authoritative than the 
former). 

Objection : “ Well, in that case, in order to be in keeping with both 
“ (Direct Declaration and Indicative Power), why should not this 
“ action also be taken as to be performed by the Master himself; as in 
“ that case we would have no incongruity in the use of the word 
‘ Mama,* and the said Atmane/pada ending.'’ 

Reply : It is not so ; because if the Action (of Anvadhaiia) were 
preceded by a recitation of the Mantra, then we could have such 
a restriction as you speak of. As a matter of fact, however, we find 
tliat the Action appearing before (the Mantra) comes to be recognised 
as wholly subservient to the Sacrifice only ; and as such it becomes 
ipiitc compatibly connected with the Adhvaryu, in accordance with 
tlie indications of the Name ' Adhvaryava* (of the Section in which the 
Action happens to be mentioned). 

Nor could it be urged that — ' in that case, the mere recitation 
of the Mantra would be done by the “ Master.” Because that which 
is taken up by the Action itself has necessarily the same Performer 
as tliat Action.' 

Objection : ‘ In that case, inasmuch as the Result in question 
‘ ‘ would also be taken up by the Action (it could not but pertain to 
“ the Master).” 

Reply : The Result could be taken up, if such taking up were not 
obstructed by the said Atmanepada ending. But inasmuch as there is 
no possibility of the indication of the Atmanepada being set aside, — 
and as there is no possibility of its being taken in an indirect secondary 
signification, — it is far more reasonable to take the word ‘ Mama * in 
the Mantra either as explained by means of certain words supplied 
from without, or as being used in an indirect secondary signification, - 
the sentence in question being taken as • May my Master obtain 
glory/ or ‘ May the Master similar to me obtain glory.’ 

For these reasons, it must be admitted that the Result spoken of 
pertains to the Master, 

Those theorists who hold the Anvddhdna of Fire as to be done by 
the Master himself fall into this mistake, simply by reason of this 
word ‘ Mama * occurring in the Mantra. If they could bring forward 
any text in support of their contention, then too, then it would be 
necessary to consider the question as to whether the Result should 
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be taken as pertaining to the AtUminiu and the MasUr, as opiioruil 
alternatives, — as in the case of options witli regard to Actions, — or as 
pertaining always to the Master only. 

Siitra (27) : Aiso bevanse o/ liuUvatio}is to that vffevt. 
The Benedictions that arc pnuiouiieed by th(^ Priests are dis- 
tinctly declared, — in tlu' sentence ‘ Yam rai Icanciim rhvijn (u:tAnxmArdsaii 
Yajamdnasyaiva fin ,’ — as pertaining totlie Master ; ai\d this declaration 
would be compatible with the Siddhdnia, and not witli the IMam- 
paksha view. 


213 
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|lu the Karam Maiitras. those Results thatafTeet the Action belong 

to the Priests.] 

SUtra (23]: The Kesnlts affect iny the Action helony to 
the Priests; as the Master also wonld want such 
results to accrue to the Priests only, 

Tliis is an exception to the previous Adhikxirami. In a case 
where the Knrnna Mnnfm s])eaks of a result that affects the Action, — 
e.g. the Mantra, ^ Agnavishiu mavakramxsham vijihatham ma im 

santdptam' (‘May Agni and Vishnu not make me very hot’) ; and 

in this case, inasmuch as the Result — absen(;e of much heat — would be 
of use in the Action (as the Priests when not overheated would be in 
a position to perform their duties better), — and as such the Master too 
would require such a result to accrue to the Priests (as thus would 
his Sa(jrifioe be performed in a suitable manner),-— this conclusion 
would not be incompatible with the Atmampada ending. 

SUtra (29) : Because of the distinct mention (of the Priest 
as connected with the Result). 

Under the Sutra III — viii — 14, we have cited an instance of the 
mention in Brdhmanas : while what we cite, in course of the present 
discussion, is an instance of the mention in Mantras. As this mention 
in the Mantra would ba hard to be got at, there might be a doubt as 
to the Results in question nob pertaining to both (the Adhvaryu and 
the Master). But as a matter of fact the ground for the assumption of 
the Result being mentioned in the Mantra, operating simultaneously, 
is found to be applicable to both, and as such there would be no neces 
sity of liaviiig recourse to a complicated method of interpretation. 
Objection : “ Well, in that case, why should not both recite the 
Mantra in question V 

Reply : When being recited by one only, the Mantra can indicate 
the Result accruing to 6oth,— and all that is desired halting been 
accomplished by that single recitation,— there could be no use for its 
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being recited over again by the other. And as it is the Adhvaryu alone 
who recites the Mantra (the Result herein spoken of is one that 
belongs to the Ailhvary'u). 



ADHIKAHANA (15). 

[The Furificatiou of Materials pertains to the Primary as well as to the 
Subsidiary Sacrifices. ] 

Sfitra. (" 30 ) : The Pavlfieatlon of Materials pertains to 
all Aefious; ns all eqanllf/ belong to the same Con- 
text. 

We have done witli the question of the contradiction and non- 
contradiction of Name (by Direct Declaration, etc.). And all these 
discussions relating to the contradiction or non -contradiction of 
Direct Declaration, etc., apply equally to the Original Primary Sacri- 
fice as well as its modifications. 

It has been shown that the Accessory Details belong to the Primary 
as well as its subsidiaries (Sutra 111 — vii — 1 et seq.) ; and then there 
arising the question as to how it would be with the Modifications, the 
present Sutra has been introduced simply by way of showing that the 
same conclusion holds regarding these also . 



ADHIKARANA (lt>). 


[The Accessory Details peculiar to the Original Primary do not belong 
to tile Modi ticat ion s.j 

The last Sutra (JIO) can be taken an embodying the Puroapuksha 
of the Siddhanta put forward in the foIJowrng SiUm ; and thus for the 
present Adhikarana, we have the following ; — 

PURVAPAKHHA. 

Inasmuch as the accesSsory details, in the shape of the Grass, etc., 
“ have been shown to belong to cdl Ariio/is. we must regard them as 
“belonging to the Modifications also.” 

SIDDMANTA. 

Siltra ( 31 ): luasmarli as fiiet/ are inenhoued in eon- 
neetion with the Primarf/ Orlf/inal, the Peeuliar 
Aeeessarii Detail eoald not Oelonff to the Modlftea- 
tion. 

If the Accessory Detail in question had bei-n mentioned as eom. 
inon to all actions by way of Anushawja like the Injmndion with 
regard to the Subsidiaries, *and if these were scaiptural texts pointing 
to its presence at tlio Modifications,-— 1 hen. in those ease«, inasmiKfh as 
there would be no grounds for restricting tln^ Injunction o( that 
Acessory to the Primary Sacrifice only, we (M.>uld not but rt'g.ud it as 
belonging to all Actions. As a matter of fact however, ail at tributioji 
of Accessory Details is preceded by an Injunction of the Actions theiii- 
selves. And when an Accessory has been taken up bv a Sacriticial 
operation, it does not take upon itself, for its own accomplishment, the 
purposes, perceptible and imporcoptiblo, emanating fj'om restrictions. 
And those purposes again enter into the (Primary) SacrilieiJ, only a.s 
having their extent fully reecignised. And these, for the sake of their 
own fulfilment, betaking themselves to several Actions, come into 
these as wly)lly restricted within themselves. » 

Nor have we fouml, at the Primary ^*Sacrifiee, the Yu])dvaMaram 
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being done by the Qras>i ; and hence the Modifications could not take 
in either the Grass or its accessories. Those actions, — e.g. the Vedis- 
tar ana and the like — that do take in those accessories of the Grass, are 
not found to be wanting in any essential factor, without the Yupa- 
vataatarana] and as such the said Details could not enter into the 
Modification for the sake of those — i.e. the Vedistarana, etc. Hence 
it must be concluded that the Accessory that is peculiar to the Pri- 
mary does not find place in the Modification. 

The Bhdshya Pradhdn am hi codako'pekshate': and the 

sense of this is that the A(‘cessorv cannot be regarded as enjoined in 
common for the Primary and the Modification ; nor does any scriptural 
text imply the presence of that Accessory at the Modification. 
Because if the Modification could call up all the texts bearing upon its 
Primary Original, then everything in connection with it would have 
to be done afresh, Just as in the Original sacrifice ; and that would 
involve the necessity of connecting factors very remote from one 
another. 

Then again, as a matter of fact, we have found that the mere Impli- 
cation of scriptural texts and tJie fact of the Accessory being enjoined 
equally for both (the Primary and the Modification), do not connect, 
with other duties, the Pai^uparoddi^a, which, among the purificatory 
rites relating to the Sacrificial animals, has been found to pertain to 
the Animal dedicated to the Deity Agni-Soma. And this fact, as 
well as the pivsemce of Uhas (at the Modification), would not be com- 
patible with the theory that the Accessory in question belongs to the 
Primary Original, as well as to its Modification. Hence it must be 
admitted that it is only the beneficial effect of the ritt^ performed in 
connection with the Original Primary that is transferred to the Modifi- 
cation (and not so the actual performance of the Kite). 



ADHIKARA^VA (17). 


[The Vidhrti a»id fcho l^aviim fshould ))o inad«' of il»o rarlhho- 
janhjn (^ras.s. | 

Sutva (32) : There beintj an i neomfpatihifitff^ the others 
eould hare no dtstinet eonneetion (with the Accessory 
Detail in question); speeiatltf herattse of a partientar 
Deetffrntlon. 

We proceed to show that the laid down for tlie Primary 

does not subserve all purposes. 

[In oouuection with sacrifices we l\ave the making of the ravUra 
and the Vidhrti, out of the K)irft (rnis.^, laid down. And with regard 
to these there arises tlic question as to wdiotlier these are to he made out 
of the Grass brought in for the purpose of being spread over the Alf ar, 
or out of other Grasses. And the Purvapaksha taking up the former 
alternative; we have the following — J 

siddhAnta. 

The Grass that has been chopped in a particular way being laid 
down as to l)e used for spreading over the Altar, —in the sentence 
. Trdhdnrtpancadha, etc.’, -it could not be used for the making of the 
Pavitra, etc. Consequently we must seek for another sentence laying 
down the Grass in general, for the purpo.-e of making the Pavitra and 
the Vidhrti. And we find that the sentence ^ Dhdtuh, etc ,’ servos 
to lay down collectively a number of spreadings (and among these 
we find the mention of the Paribhojanlya Grass; and the Pavilra and 
the Vidhttis should be made out of this Grass). 



ADHTKAHANA (18). 

[It is the Cake, etc. of the Original Sacrifice th.at should be 
kept in.] 

Sutra (ZZ) \ It in a portion (of the former) that should be 
set aside ; because of the connection (with the Injunction } 
of what nlreadtj e^rlsts. 

[In connection with the Jyotishtoma, we find the declaration — 

* PurodaQaQakaIa7naindr(wayavasija grahe nidaflhdii^eXv. ,etc.’; and witli 
regard to this there arises the question as to whether the Cake-piece 
that is kept in these vessels is taken out of the Cake used a t the Original 
Primary Sacrifice, or it is obtained from (dsewluuc. And on this ques- 
tion we have the following — ] 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

Inasmuch as the Cake, the Dhdnd, etc., are meant for the 
“ Savaniya Sacrifice, we must, in accordance with the previous 
“ Adliikarmia , take the Cake- pieces, required for Crahana, ^rapnm, 
“ etc., as to be obtained from elsewhere.’* 

In reply to this we have the following — 

SIDDHANTA. 

In accordaJice with Sutra IV — i — 28, the Purvapaksha view would 
necessitate a recourse to Secondary signification, without much use, 
and we must regard the Cake-pieces as to be obtained from the 
Cake that has been used at the Original >Saerifice ; specially (1) because 
we do not find any other piece of Cake in existence ; (2) because 
at the Original Sacrifice only tw^o Slices having been offered, the 
Disposal of the remainder by the Keeping under (piestion would serve 
a distinctly useful purpose ; (3) ?md because this procedure would 
be in keeping with the Accusative ending (in * PiirodoQaQakalam *). 
Consequently it must be admitted that the Cake-pieces kept in the 
Aindravdyava and other vessels, should be those obtained from the 
Cake that has been used at the Original Primary Sacrifice. 



ADHIKAKAXA (!;)) 


[At the Knmyn l.shtis, tlie speeifioation of (Jp-hnni iMMinios 
to tJio Principal Action. | 

( 34 ) : ** TJte AcecsHoyij (ahf down In connvrt ion 

with the Modlflentlon petntes to nil Aetions^ 

^^ like the Otdffinal Pidnunnf/'' 

[We have the declaration— ‘ ?Yrs^^ 

id updmQU kartavydh with regard to this there arises the question as 
to whether the specification of Upamcti (Quietness) pertains to the 
Primary as well as the Suhsidiary Sacrifices, or to the Primary onlv. 
And on this question we have the following — | 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

‘‘The Uptdmgu should be observed in all those cases, where 
existing, it could afford some aid to the Kdmya Ishtis,'* 

STDDHANTA. 

SUtra (35) : It must be refjarded as meant for the Prln~ 
eipal Action onlf/ ; as it has not been enjoined for 
the Subsidiary. 

Some people explain the expression ‘ ac.oditalvdt ’ as follows : 
“ Inasmuch as the character of the U panic u has already been found 
*■ to be distinctly perceptible, the iSubsidiarios tliat are amenable to 
the implicatory Injunction do not get at it.” 

But this explanation is not admissible ; because in all cases the 
operation of the Implicatory Injunction is the very first to come in. 
Hence the expression should be explained in the following manner : 
In the case of the Original Sacrifice. y the Context having shown that the 
characteristic in question pertains to the Principal Action only, — it 
is the more authoritative Syntactical Connection that connects it witli 
all the Actions; in the case of the Modificationy on the other hand, 
it is Syntactical Connection itself that specifies the Characteristic 
as belonging to the Principal Action only ; because the sentence 
S14 * . 
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distinctly mentions the word * Kamydh * ; and certainly the Subsidiaries 
are never related to any desires ; and hence the characteristic in 
question cannot be regarded as enjoined for these Subsidiaries, 



ADHIKARANA (20). 

[At the Subsidiaries of the Cyena simple Butter should be used in place 
of Clarified Butter. ] 

Sutra Because of the toipossihitifif of its beiup 

tiseil at the P rimarff Saerljicen It must be used at the 
Subsidiiivles ; speciallf/ ou- aevount of the peeuJiur 
proxlniity. 

[In connection with the Cyena, wo iiud the declaration 
navanztamdjyam ^ : and with regard to this there arise's the question as 
to whether the Butter is to be used at the Principal Sacrifice of the 
Cyena, or at its Subsidiaries. And on this question, we have the 
following — ] 

PURVAPAKSHA. 

*' Inasmuch as the sentence in question is found to be a qualified 
•‘Injunction in the Context of the Principal Action, the Butter must 
“ be taken as replacing the Soma at the Principal Sacrifice.*' 

SIDDHANTA. 

Inasmuch as it is not possible to have Injunctions of many sub^ 
stances, the sentence must be taken as laying down a particular sub- 
stance with reference to the Clarified Butter (Ajya). And as a matter 
of fact we find that there is no Clarified Butter used at the Principal 
Sacrifice; and hence, in accordance with the Sutra III — i — 18, the 
material laid down in the sentence in question must be regarded as 
pertaining to the Subsidiary Sacrifices. 

SUtra ( 37 ) : Objection : The same would be the case 
** with the Layiny of Fire alsoj^ 

“ The ‘ Clarified Butter’ spoken of in the sentence must be taken 
as that which imparts some aid to the Qyend sacrifice, and in that case 
inasmqph as the Clarified Butter used ^t the Pavamana Ishtis of 
“ the Laying of Fire would also be imparting some aid to the Cygna, 
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“ we would have the Sim'pU BvMer at these Ishtw also in place of the 
Clarified Butter.** 

Sutra (38); Reply: It cannot be so; because these 
(Ishtis) do not appear in the Context (of the Cyena) ; 
specially as (the mere fact of the Ishtis imparting an aid 
to the i^yena) cannot be a y round for regarding them 
as Subsidiaries to It. 

That is to say, an Action becomes subsidiary to a Sacrifipo, not by 
merely imparting an aid to this latter, but by imparting such aid while 
being laid down in its Context. And as a matter of fact, the Clarified 
Butter that is found in the Context of the Cyena is that which is 
mentioned in its Injunction, and not that used at the Pavamana Ishtis ; 
and as such we have the restriction that it is only at the actual 
Subsidiaries of the Cyena (and not at these Ishtis) that the Clarified 
Butter is to be replaced by simple Butter. 



ADHIKARANA (21). 


[At all the Subsidiaries of the Cyena vve have Simple Sutter in 
the place of Clarified Butter.] 

Sutra (39) : The lleplaelntj would he nt the partleulnr 
Stihsidiaries (performed at the time of the Sutf/d) : 
because of Induuitions to that effect,-^ 

Now there arises the question as to vvliether the Clarified Butter is 
to be replaced by Simple Butter, only at those Subsidiaries that arc 
performed at the time of the Sufyo, or at all the Subsidiaries of tJie 
Gyena. And on this, we have the following — 

PtJRVABAKSHA. 

** The Replacing is to be only at the Subsidiaries performed at the 
time of the Suiya: (1) because of the proximity {of Context); (2) 

** also because of Inference from Analogy, ba.scd upon Indications, the 
“ argument being this : — The presenc^^. of the Animal as an accessoiy 
“ of the Cyena has been found to appear at those Subsidiaries that 
“ are performed at the time of the Sulyd ; as the Subsidiaries eonn<‘cted 
“ with the Agnistomiya and the Amdnindhya (animals of the Cyena) 
are spoken of as aided by other Accessories (and not by the Clarified 
Butter). Consequently, the simple Butter also must bo regarded as 
“ an accessory of those Subsidiaricvs only that are performed at the 
“ time of the Suiya'' 

SIDDHANTA. 

Sutra (40) : It must be at all the Subsidiaries ; because 
of its being related equally to all;— 

as has been fully established under the Sutra III vi 2. 

Siitra (41j : As for the Indications (spoken ; of), they could 
fie regarded as authoritative only tvhen referring to 
something based upan lieason, 

That^s to say, it is a well-known fact thUt such Indications can be 
regarded as authoritative only with jiegard to such subjects as are 
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amenable to Reason only. The case in question however is found to 
be amenable to Verhal Authority only. Because the ‘Sahalambha' 
(Killing together of the Animals) is to be done at the time of the Sutya, 
not because it is an accessory laid down with special reference to this 
time, but because of a reasoning, — which however does not apply to 
the case in question, of the Rutter. 

This * reasoning’ we proceed to show as follows : There is a certain 
order\ of sequence pointed out in certain sentences, whose authority in 
the shape of • Direct Declaration is to be inferred from 'proximity \ and 
the connecting of the other Details with the time of the Sutyd would be 
in keeping with this order of sequence. Specially as in connection with 
the time of the Savanlya, we do not find any section dealing with the 
Animals; and as such we could not but pass over the time of this 
Savamya. Nor could there be two ways of taking the things ; as in 
that case we would have both (which would not be desirable). Thus 
then, the Indications in question are quite compatible with the 
^iddhaMa view. 



ADHTK ARANA (22) 

[The Haoaniya Offerings only consist of Flesh, 


Hiifvd (42) : Thvi li'fesh helouijs to the Sfivtutit/ft Offevhnjs : 
beeanse of the imetiealne Injiineiioo. 

[In connection with the ' Copy am may ana extending over thirty- 
six years we find the declaration — ‘ SamIhitP. mrnsthile * hani mrqa- 
paiirmrgayam ydti, sa taira ydn mrgdn hanti tedidmaniarasdh purOdd^dh 
savamyd bhavantV\ and with regard to this there ariseij the question 
as to whether the Flesh of the animals killed in the hunting is to 
form the Cakes at the Savantya as well as the other offerings, or at the 
Savamya only. And on this question we have the following — ] 


PURVAPAKSHA. 

“Inasmuch as the word ‘ Purodd^Ji* (in the sentence in question) 
“ could not be taken as referring to the Dlidnd and the other offerings 
“of the Savamya, we must regard all the Cakes as to bo made of the 
“ Flesh in question. And even though the sentence speaks of the 
“ ‘ Savaniya Offerings/ yet this could not be taken as specifying the 
“ Cake (as this specification would involve a syntactical split). “ 

In reply to this we have the following — 

SIDDHANTA. 

The mention of the word ‘ Savaniya ' cannot be regarded as 
mistaken reading; and hence, in accordance with the SfUm I — iv — 28, 
we must take the word ‘ PuroddQdh' in its secondary signification, and 
as such, including the Dhdnd and the other Savamya Offerings, 


SUtrd (43): Ohjeetion: in the absence of Proximity^ 
the recourse to Secondary shjnifi.caMou cannot be 
admissible.^^ 

“Inasmuch as the Dlidnd, etc. are wholly different from the 
PuroddQa, we cannot rightly take the word ' Puroddi^a * as indirectly 
indicating those other substances. For, even if this were pos.sible, it 
could be so only by the word ‘ Purodd^ah * being partly taken, by way 
of a refei;pnce to the word * Savamyd ' (and this too would not be 
admissible).” 
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Sutrn (44) : Reply : The word could be (taken as indirectly 
indicating the Savantya offerings) ; beeaune of Us beimj 
found to be so indicative^ in connection with the 
Original Primary Sacrifice ; just as in the case of 
the Vairdja. 

In connection with the Primary Sacrifice, we find the declaration — 

‘ PtirodaQanalankurUy' — where the word * PurodaQan ' indicates the 
DhatiE and the other offerings ; as for the word * Savaniya * however, we 
do not find it ever applying to any other offerings save the Samniya, 
Then again, the word ‘ Purodd^uh ’ could very well indicate the DhSnd, 
etc., on account of the proximity of these ; while the word ‘ Savamydh * 
cannot indicate anything else. And then, inasmuch as that Purodaga 
which does not constitute a Savantya Offering can have no connec- 
tion with the Dhdnd, etc., — it must be admitted that the Flesh in ques- 
tion is to be employed at the Dhdnd and other offerings in connection 
with the 8avan%ya. 


Thus have we explained the relation of subserviency among 
Actions, — as based upon the (six) Means of Knowledge , — whose certitude 
is ba.sed finally upon Direct Vedic Declaration, and with regard to 
which the question of their comparative authoritativeness has been 
fully dealt with, as leading to definite conclusions in cases of con- 
flict among the various Means of Knowledge. 


Thus ends the Eighth Pdda of Adhyaya III. 


Thus ends the Third Adhyaya, 


Here end.s the Tantravdriika of Bhaiia Kvmdriln, 
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Chandoga, 1406. 

Chanting, 184. 

Child. 9, 10, 49, 

Cinute, 8G8. 

Chopping, 1053, 1595. 

Citpatistva etc. , 605. 

Citra, 368, 388, 390. 

Citrini, 1561. 

Cleaning, 1566. 

Cloth. 145, 146, 153. 

Clothes, 1^82, 1383, 1386. 

Coalition. 1165, lUiO. 

Commenci^ii 187, 
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Competition , 1624. 

Oompiiuuon, 165, 167, 168. 

Completion, 899, 906. 917. 

Composite, 648, 6.50, 665, 

Compound, 545, 547, 548 550, 556, 807, 
808, 959, 960. 961. 965, 966 967 968, 
970, 1471. 

Compound “Baluivrilii, 808, 959, 96i. 
966, 967, 970. 


Concoivl 

, 100. 





Conflict, 

1164 

. 1165. 

1172, 

1174 

1178, 

1182, 

ils:’, 

i!86, 

i 187, 

1188, 

1189, 

1190, 

11.91, 

\ 1 9. ’ , 

1 193. 

iiyi. 

1195, 

i-.oo. 

1263, 

, 1201, 

1205. 

1207, 

1210 

1212, 

12M, 

1221, 

1227. 

1239, 

1256. 

1209, 1 

291, 

1370 




Convor.-'fi 

i.t iOM, 

1380, 1381. 




Conversing, 1380, 1.881. 

Cooking, 128 8, 1*152 
Cora, 521.951, 954. 

ConpJoU, 1087. 

Courses, 1380,1381. 

Covoriiig. T2S4, 1550, 155.‘>. 

Covering, protective, 1284. 

Cows, Sl7, 854. 

Cubit, 1028, 1029. 

Cups 815, 863, 1108, 1109, lliO, 1111, 

1112, 1124, 1125, 1449, 1461 1463, 

1468, 1469, 1470, 1474, 1477, 1.479, 

1494, 1496, 1497, 1499, 1503, 1523, 

1524, 152.5, 1.546, 1549, 162.1, 1625. 
Cnphoklor, 1468 
QabflAbralirna, 998, 999. 

Qabiidtva, 293. 

Clkba, 903, 904, 908, 910, 913, 914. 
Qikta, 1215. 

VnlS. 1648. 
gsinitr, 1626. 

Qamyn, 1377, 1379. 

<J intiinuyah Sr\U'.han, 538 
^rtslra, 542, 563 
Cnstra, 316. 

^Jdtain brahrnanalj .somn;n bbnksayanti, 
1497, 1499, 1501, 1502. 

Cfttapathn. 1051, 1052. 

ge?a, 921, 922, 923, 930, 1420, 1425, 

Qosalaksana, 921, 922, 923. 

119 . 

Coria, 1322, 1324. 1328. 

(jono dhiivati, 1328. 

(?pl, 1327. 

^rotriya, 1255. 

(7rnta, 15.3. 

qruH, 124, 936. 1164, 1 167. 1168. 1169, 
1170, 1172, 1173, 1175, 1176, 1177. 

1178, 1179, 1183, 1184, 1186, 1187, 

1190 U 91, 1194, 1195, 1196, 1197, 

1198, 1199, 1200, 1201, 1202, 1212, 

12J6, 1216, 1218, 1220, 1221, 1223, 

1224, 1227. (230. 1233. \m. 


puualishapa, 1210. 

Qundhadhvam, 1212, 

Qveta, 885. 

Qyena, 403, 1707 

Dabdliiramssit, 1159. 

Dadhi, 691, 752. 771, *946, 1490. 

Dadhna Juhoti, 679, 691. 

Dadhnondriy akamasya J uhiiyat , 752. 
Daksayana, 840, 841, 842, 843. . 

Daksirish soraasya, 1608. ^ 

Daksyiivanayajuena yajeta, 840. 

Dar^Mi. 152, 1078, 1080, 1084, 1085: 
Dargapiirnamasa, 033, 666, 840, 841, 
842, 84%, 847, 8 jI, 873, 946, 948* 950, 
I 1031. 1034, J039, 1078, 1144, 1156, 

i 1212, i23ri, 1238, 1276, 1277, 1280, 

1289, 1310, 1364, 1365, 1374, 1380, 

1389, 151.5, 1532, 1596, 1597, 1698. 

1600, 1604, 1616. 

Darvi-homa, 1148. 

Da9ada9aikam9camasSnupa.sanp5yuh 
1497, 1501. 

Dagapavitrona, 1016 
Oagftpavitrena graham sammarsii, 994. 
Dayapeya, 1497, 1025. 

Drtyatyii ]U93. 

Dative, ending, ( 71. 

Day, 46, 1223, 12*25, 1226, 1227, r!^39, 
1242, 1535, 1540. 

Death 89(). 

Deitv, 414, 424, 427, 542, 543, 547, 549. 

552, 553, 654, 556, 661, 5(>2, (U6, 669, 

! 671, 672, 698, 7U5, 717, 719, 7.30, 856, 

i 857, 864, 908, 10.59, 1070, 1072, 1074, 

i *076, 1078, 1082, 1083. 1084, I0S5, 

108;*, 1108. 1109, 1110. III!, IIJ2, 

1113. 1114, 1115, lllH, ill/. 1118, 

I IJ19, 1122, 1123. 1124, 1125. 1126. 

i 1153, 1169, 1219, 1260, 1262, 1263, 

; 1264, 1266, 1267, 1424, 1432, 1443, 

I 11.51. i.5;.2. 

Delinqueripios. 1366. 

Deliverance*, 119. 

Denomination p, 96i). 

„ verbal, 9(i0. 

„ nominal, 960. 

Doriotability, 1339. 

Deprecation, 24, 26, 42. 

Desire, 810, 881 , 1290, 1300. 

Dovadatba, 1327, 1351. 

‘Devasya tva,. .nirvapanii, U81. 

I DevHvai ^amyum, .tibruvan. .yo brah 
manaySvagurct, 1377, 

Dharriia, 2, 5, I, 104, 115. 119. 128. 
133, 166, 180, 181, 184, 187, :88, 203, 
263, 267, 269, 282, 320, 924. 

Dhayya, 1088. 

Dhrtarastra, 191. 

Dhftyai, 1242 1245 «« 
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Dhruva, 1445, 1447, 1418, 
pigeating, 1102. 

Digestion, 1412. 

Bilging. *595. 

DilfsSli soniasya, 1008. 

Diksaijiyg, 1144, 1145, l.=:()9, 15S:,. 
PiFeotii)ig, 1651, 1(552, 1089. 

Direction, 121,480, 59.3, 1006, ilO.i, 1209. 

1280, 1880, 1053. 

Direction, 1617, 1(518, U589, 

Plrghn, 1239, 1241, 1242. 

Dirghasoma, 1239, 1240, 1241. 
Dirghasoma santrdy ad, dh rliv a i , i 239. 
Disfigurement, 13S6. 

Disposal, 1412, 1430, 1450, U58, 1571. 
DisposaPofferirjg, 1070, 1453, 1450, I ( .8. 
Disruption, 1142. 

Draupadl, 192. 

Drftvida, 219. 

Drinker, 1117. 

Drinking, 1116, 1411. 

‘Dptinavanifcam’ 1705. 

Dropsy, 1393, 1398. 

Duality, 1229, 1230, 1232. 

Duplication, 905, 915. 

Durability, 1242. 124.3. 

Bvada^aha, 1223. 

Dvaipayana, 190. 
Dviraindravayavyasva l»ha]?savatl 
1457, 1458, ‘ 

DvirStra, 1220. 

Dvirhvisovadyati, 1421, 14 3. 
DvyavadSna, 1419, 

Dvyavadanam juhoti, 1425, 1427. 1434. 


Eastern, 255. 

Eating, 1102, 1103, 11 5. 1108, 1109, 

1113, mo, 1118, lUO, 1(20, Ii22. 

1124, 111 1126, 1129, 1130, 1442, 

1443, 1444, 1457, 1459, 1400, 14.1, 

1402, 1463, 1464, UlUj, Ui.8, 1470. 

1471, 1472, 1173, 1174, 147.>, 1470. 

1479, 1480, 148), 1485, j 480, (487, 

1488, 1489, 1490, 1493, 1494, 1497, 
1409, 1602, 1603. 

Effort, 1107. 

EhL 1105. 

Ehahayanl, 961, 9b7, 9S0, 981, 1:82, 

983, 984, 985. OlH. 

BJzahayanya, 959, 985, 088. 

Ekam fiayanam asyah^ 907. 

Ekaaya hayanasya iyam, IHiV. [^209, 
Ekaha Cahdah. , , .KOmndhug hhavati, 
Ekaikamt 1501. 

Ekurihavariivut vacah. 1166, 

Ekaya etc, 101. 

Ek%iva, 1187. 

Elements, 518, 810. 

Employment, 1643. [ 1618. 

Endings, mi, 1349, 1350, 1.352, 1617 


Endings, Case 537, 1360, 1352. 

Endings, Conjiigational, J.349, 1350. 
Enemy, 1386. 

Entirely, 1151. 

I , 1 443 , 

I £Va hariy yo'dabhyam grUv^ivu, 

j 863. 
i Etanya^ 781, 

I Efasyaim re ratty vuramnth/am, 774. 

I ! Efaya anvadhya Kamam , 828, Si'o, 

Eie voiianli hotucit pvrva harirodmun 
aQai'i, 1479. 

Etvniolo^v. 2(7, IIS. .552, 821 H63 

J * 

P)ulo;ji3tii''- lOiaractep, 41. 

Eul(igL.'\tion, 1071. 

Eulogy, S92, 1 144. 
livening, 1554, 1556. 

Expiation, 897, 906, 917. 

Face, 11, 49. 

— hriglitoning of, II. 

False, 1305. 

Falsity, 1367. 

Farnii.ni? 187. 

Firsts, isi. 

Fat, 42, 1.550. 

Father, 9,1 SI. 

Fee, 1412, 1 143, 16i)7, 1632. 16;M. 16.35. 
I 1.636, 16.3S. 1640. 

I Femininity, 1327. 

I Festivals, I Si. 

Fot<*hing, 1554. 

i Fire, 13, 46, 52, 421 , 8.12, 833. 868, 869, 
i S70, *.192, -10.76, 1061, 1062, 1063, 1.365, 
! I-);):!. 14.‘4, IMT, ir.:!0. IMl, 

j lo'ts, irKit, liVii, Kii.-j, imr,. 

! Fir*. -kindling. 1010. loll, 1614. 

■ Fire lav inrr. 1 141 . 1 142, 1 14.3, 1 1 18. 1526, 
ir. 27 ; ir.aiv i.'i’i'i, 15311, ir)!!!, 

* Fi.-^t. 1.550. 

. Fi s t cU »;nn g , 1 045 . , 1 04 6 , 1 048 . 

! Fondlinif, 854. 
i Force, 505, 509, 709 
! Footing, 1521, 1562. 

I Fruit, S070. 

; Fuel, 1284, 1354. 

• Fuel stick , 1 284, 

(larhapatya, 1061, 1063, 1169, 1172, 
1173,1176. 

OHrliapatyam, 1062, 1063. 

Garl^patye, 1062. 1063. 

‘ Gautama, 244, 245 
I Oavatraechandasah, 1128. 

1 Gavatri, 1128. 

Gonder, 079. 1002, 1327, 1328, 1350. 

. Generation. lO. 

Genitive^mding, 980, 988. 
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Ghritam, 460,401, 

Ghritam devanSm mastu pitriimni, 1280. 
Gifts, 1224, 1390, 1393 to 1401. 

Giril, 1193. 

Glorification, 4, 122, 887, 888, 1288 
Gloss, 852. 

Go. 346. 903, 964. 

Gotva, 340. 

God, 45, 1120, 1274, 1379. 

GodSna, 925. 

Gold, 1382, 1386. 

Golden, 1190. 

Goman, 960, 903, 904, 965 
Govajfia, 925. 

Graha, 1020, 1027. 

Grahagrata, 805. 

Graham, 994, 1003, 1004, 1013, JOlO, 
1017. 

Gaham Saminarsti, 097, 909, 1010 
Grahana, 710, 716, 719. 

Grahayet, 1406. 1408. 

Oain, 621, 1196, 1257, 125.S, 
Grammarians, 909, 970, 1315, 13 1 (i, 
1329, 1330, 1337, 1343, 1344, 1347, 
1348, 1361. 1352, 1363. 

Gras.s, 1281, 1550. 1557, 1595, 1598. 

Grass bundle, 1070, 1072, 1074, 1070, 
1070, 1082, 1084. 

Grass spreading, 1046, 1046. 

Gravastut, 1468. 

Greatness, 566. 

Greed, 156, 166, 174, 182, 184, 187. 
Grhnati, 702. 

Grhniyat, 810, 1408. 

Grhya, 271. 

Gfhyasutra, 244, 252. 

Grinding, 1266, 1257, 1268 1260, 1262, 
1263, 1264, 1266, 1267, 1268. 

Guests, 1288, 1640. 

Guna, 930, 1054. 

Hautra, 1616, 1646, 1647, 1649, 1650. 
1651. 

HSriyojana, 1468, 1469. 

Hastam avanenakti, ^ulaparajinstrnati, 
1045. 

Hast!, 1327. 

Havirdhana, 1614, 1615. 

Havirdhane Gravabhisutya, ahavaniye 
hutvS. .Sadasi bhaksan bhaksayanti, 
1476. 

Haviskrt, 1066, 1067. 

Haviskrt ehi triravaghnan ahvayati, 
1065. 

Hea<l 1602. 

Heart, 677, 1257. 

Heaven, 86, 98, 1399. 

Hell, 1312. 

Herbs, 86. 

Hum aviime, 1102. < 


Holding, 1102, 1104, 1105, 1107, 1284. 
1285, 1320, 1546, 1549, 1580. 

Hole, 1553. 

HolakS, 248. 

; Honia, 153, 184, 680, 081, 695, 762, 771, 
I 925. 1031, 1();12. 1073, 1388, 1419, 
i 1432, 1435, 14:lil, 1437, 1459, 1476, 1477. 
' Honey, 12. 

Horns, 86 98. 

Horse, 91, 1008, 1324, 1390, 1391, 1393, 
1396, 1397, 1400. 1401, 1403. 1404, 
1406, 1407, 1409. 1410. 

Hotr, 12i)3, 1479, 1480, 1486, 1616, 
1623, 1046, 1647, 1649, 1651, 1653. 

Hotn^oarnssali, 1459, 1401. 

HrdaynsySgre’vadyati, 709. 

I Hunger, 1107. 

I Hymns, 542, 556, 557, 661, 662, 800, 

I lOlK), 1102, 1107, 1128, 1163, 1193, 
j 1464. 1545. 

Hyum-singor, 1464, 1467. 

Hymning, 564, 778, 1463. 

Ida, 1454. 

Idarnupahvayati, 1446. 

Idambrahmanah, 1442. 

Idam dySvapftliivT agnlrldam, 1083. 

Idamdyavriprtbivl somaidam, 1083. 

Imainagfbhnan, 82, 91. 

Imamagrbhvam rashanamrtasyetya^ 
vabhidhMmsdatte, 1007. 

Implements, 956, 958, 973, 1957. 

Implication, 726, 1671, 1584, 1697. 

Import, 1295. 

Impurity, 157, 159, 1485, 1503. 

Incapability, 905, 915. 

Indication, 974, 977, 981, lOOl, 1067, 
1074, 1086, 1104, 1106, 1116, 1165, 
1166, 1173, 1201, 1202. 1206, 1209, 
1213, 1214, 1241, 1273, 1372, 1404, 
1517, 1526, 1650, 1652. 

Tudra, 189, 643,544, 649, 563, 554. 556, 
705, 1050, 1061, 1062, 1086. 1108, 

1109, 1110, 1113, 1114, 1123, M24. 
1125, 1126, 1127, U29, 1169, 1173, 
1176, 1267. 

Indraplta, 1127, 1129, 1130. 

Indrapltasya, 1108, 1123, 1125, 1129. 

Indravayu, 1467. 

IndravAyupatmvatpTtasya, 1113. 

Indri&yarathantaraya. .. .indraya yakva- 
ray a, 1464. 

Inference, 121, 131, 308,498.1200, 1218, 
1361. 

Infringement, 1311, 1366, 1449. 

Initiation, 1607, 1638, 1640. 

Instrument, 376, 1354. 

Instrumental Ending, 981, 984, 986, 
1172. 

Intelligence, 26, 998. c» 



ALfHAUriiCAL INDKX. 


1719 


Intercourse, 13i$]. 

Interdependence, 140, 180, 028, 1274. 
Invitation » 1432, 1483, US4, 1485. 

Ira, 1193. 

I8tl,654, 880. 1040, 1144, 114-i, 1390. 
'1391, 1303, 1304, 1390, 1307, 1308, 
1390, 1400, 1401, 1403, 1404, UOO. 
1410, 1626. 1527, 163-', 1533. 15 M. 
Itihasa, 26, 272. [793. 

Isltl vrstikamasya nidhanam kuryat 

Jaghanl, 1234, 1235, 1236. 1237. 1238. 
JSghanyS patnih aamyajayanti, 1234. 
Jaimimi, 138. 

JaTiia, 234. 

J£mi. 669, 674. 

Jaroi, daw of, 674. 

Jailjabhyamana, 1374. 

Japa, 184. 

Jaramaryam va etat satrain, 900. 

Jaya, 1387. 1388. 1389. 

Jay ate, 485. 

Joining together. 1230, 1210, 1242, 1243, 
1244, 1246, 1246, 1256. 

Juhoti, 1032 
Juha, 1448, 1440, 1506. 

JuhuySt, 771. 

Jyotisa, 120. 

Jyotistoma, 731, 733, 805, 806. 807, 811, 
812',' 813, 816, 868, 1097, UOO. 1123, 
1144, 1145, 1147, 1148, 1152, 1153, 

1192, 1193, 1203. 1223, 1224, 1225, 

1226, 1227, 1229, 1230, 1231, 1233, 

1239, 1241, 1243, 1244, 1246. 1247. 

1248. 1240, 1250, 1252, 1253, 1254, 

1255, 1490, 1491, 1535, 1.556, 15.59, 

1562, 1563, 1569. 1570, 1571, 1580, 

1582. 1583, 1584, 1586, 1587, 1588, 

1589. 1590, 1602, 1603, 1607, 1611, 
1623, 1625. 

Kada ca nastarirasi, 1061, 1169, 1173. 
Kalabha, 1325. 

Kalpa, 224, 227, 220, 240, 241, 242, 
271. 

Kalpaaiitra. 120, 224. 225, 226. 227. 

228 , 229, 238 , 239 . 242 . 243. 

KSmya. 1037. 1086, 1087, 1518, 1519. 
1520, 1521, 152a, 1624, 1525, 1684, 

1587. 

Kamyam ySjyakftndam, 1087. 

Karaka, 997, 1297', 1314, 1317, 1319. 
1320, 1322, 1336, 1341, 1342, 1352, 

1369, 1360. 

Karabha, 1326. 

Karapamautra, 1694. 

Karma, 493. 

Kalfma^abda, 487, 492. 

K9mya Istayah. 1705. 

Kartayya}*^1208. 


Karoti, 477, 478. 

Karturekatve, 1336. 

Kfirya, 610. 

KSstham pacanti, 1354. 

Kathaka, 910, 911. 

Katyavana, 267, 272. 273, 282. 
Kaundinya 1222. 

Kaupitakf, 1247. 

K had ire, 1505. 

Kikata, S7. 

Killing, 854, 1546. 

King, K17.818. 8U), 822. 

Kingiv {unctions, 818, 810, 820,821, 
823, ‘ 825, 827. 

Klrpti. 597. 

Kr (to do). 47l 
Kriya, 487, 

Kriyn^abda, 487. 

Kiisna, 102, 194. 

I Kr^’nnla, 1196. 

Krt, 481, 1350, 135S. 

K| tya, 486. 

Ksanikavftda, 123. 

KsatViva. 167, 193, 816, 818, 819, 820, 
'821.“ 822, 823, 825, 828, 831, 1490, 
1497, 1400, 1503, 1563, 

KHauino vaaanam, 1232. 

Ksaya, 1562 
Kuga, 1222. 

Kiit>(Upay inamay ana , 1 540. 

Kulaya, i229. 

Kumara, 1325. 

Ladle, J02G, 1027. 

Laghu (sitnplication), 1283. 

Lah, 1361, 1362. 

Lah kannani ca 1332, 1361. 
j Laksarna, 021. 

! Language, 219, 298. 

Lata, 1381. 

Law. 82, 167, 172, 084. 958, 1007, 
1047, 1061, 1256. 1452. 

Leaves, 1505. 

Level platform, 664. 

Liar, 5 

Libation, 1365 

Lio, 270, 1291, 1297,1304, 1312. 

Lying, 1289, 1307, 1309, 1310, 1311, 
1312, 1364, 1368. 

! Life, 890. 891, 892, 893, 804, 898, 897, 

! 899, 900, 901, 1390, 1391, 1394, 1397, 

I 1.309.1411,1416. 

Limb, 677, 1257. 

‘ Limits, 1173, 1238. 

Linga, 143. 936, 1167, 1168, 1160, 1172, 
1173. 1176, 1176, 1177, 1178, 1179, 
1188, 1189, 1100, 1191, 1192, 1195, 
1196, U98, 1199, 1200, 1201, 1202, 
1203, 1204, 1205, 1207, 1218, 1220, 
1269, 1^1. 
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Locative, 1H06. t 

Logicians, 969. I 

Loss, 1418. ' 

Loudness, 1131, 1132,1137,1139.1140, 
1141,1143,1148. i 

Mahabhasye^, 274, 276, 1334, 1338. 
Mahendra, 543, 544, 545, 547, 549. 550, 
552, 053, 554, .556. 

Mfthondra, 1545. 

Maitiavanina, 1203, 1560, 1651, 1652. 

1653. ; 

Maitrayani, 1409. 

Mala, 1648. 

Malavadvasas, 1380. 

MalavadvasasSb na aamvadot i\asyn 
annaniadyat, 1380. < 

Mamagre varco. 1694. ' 

Mana, 1662. i 

Mandrabhibhiitili. . . .bliaksayfiini, 1107. j 
Manotri, 1188. ‘ | 


Mantra. 

15. 7 

8, 79. 

80, 8 

, 82, 83, 85. 

SO, 87 

88, 89, 90,91, 93. 

94. 97 

. 98, 1 

99, TOO, 102 

103, 

122, 144. 229 

287, ! 

375. 454, 457 

,556, 

557, 5: 

>8, 501 

562, 

565. 566. 507 

588. 

570, 573. 574 

.593, 

594, 697. 600. 698. 925, 

(008, 

1043. 

1044, 

1053. 

1068, 

1061. 

1062, 

1063, 

1064, 

1065, 

1000, 

1067, 

1008, 

1060. ! 

1070, 

1072, 

1074, 

1070, 

1078, 

1079, 

1083, 

1086, 

1090, 

1091, 

1092, 

1097, j 

1100, 

1102, 

1103, 1104, 

1107, 

1108, 

1109, 

1113, 

1110, 

3117, 

1118, 1 

U20, 

1122, 

1123, 

1124, 

1125, 

1126, ! 

1128, 

1129, 

1130, 

1131, 

1 138, 

1139. j 

1155, 

1157, 

1160, 

1!62, 

1163, 

1164, j 

1109, 

1173, 

1176, 

1180, 

1187, 

1388. 1 

1194, 

1195, 

1202, 

1203. 

1205. 

1206, ! 

1212, 

1219, 

1370, 

1374, 

1479, 

1483! 1 

1486, 

1565. 1668. 





Manu, 180, ls3, 214, 825, 1088. 
Masaniagnitatram julioti, 871. 
Masculinity, 1328. 

Master, 1616, 1619, 1640, 1641, 1697. 
Mathara Brahmana, 1222. 

Mathura, 194, 256. 

Matup,977, 979. 

Mayi daksakratu, 1370. 

Meaning, 1053, 1054, 1066, 1056, 1057, 
1058. 1069. 1061, 1063, 1067. 

Meaning — Primary, 1063, 1064, 1055, 
1056, 1057, 1058, 1059, 1061, 1063. 
Meaning— Secondary, 1053, 1054, 1055, 
1057, 1058, 1059. 

Measure, 1028, 10:i0, 1412. 
Measurements, 1603. 

Medioine, 1411. 

Metaphor, 98. 

Method, 685,770, 1079. 

Method oi direct Injunction, f 86. 


Metro, 1128 
Metrical feet, 57fe. 

Milk, 854, 1453. 

Milking, 1518, 1523, 1624. 1664. 
Midday, 1556. 

Mlmainsa, 121, 482. 

Mimamsaka, 129, 997, 998. 

Mind. 5, 46, 138, 296. 

Mitrabiiida, 1516. 

Mleccha, 208, 209. 218, 219, 220. 
Modification, 573, 657, 841, 1129, 1219. 
1255, 1256, 1452, 1490, 1513, 1515, 
1516, 1517, 1618, 1620, 1521, 1668, 
1580. 1591, 1625, 1643, 1701. 

MoksariT, 418 

Mouth; 871 , 872. 875, 876, 877. 

Morning, 1545, 1564, 1656. 

Mother, 102, 203. 

Motion, 516, 618, 522. Q 

Motive, 15. 128. 129, 152, 165, 168, 182, 
184, 187. 

Mraksana. 1381. 

MflagnThotra, 1276, 1280, 1281, 1283. 
Mukhya, 1225. 

Mugtikarana, 1045. 

MuatTm karoti vacam yacchati, 1045. 

Na, 1305 
Na, 1327. 

Nndhvaryurupajapot, 1628. 

Nahusa, 189. 

Naimftfcika, 1518. 1519, 1520, 1621. 
Naivnra caru, 855. 

Naivaragscanirbhavati . . yndenaucaru- 
mupadadhati, 85.5, 

Nanrtam vadet, 1289, 1304. 1365. 

Na prathame yajne pravrnjyat, 1247. 
NoraRiinha, 1437. 

Na somam, 1494, 1495. 

Navamta, 1705, 1707. 

Negation, 107, 609. 

Neha bhujyate, 1300. 

Nidhana, 793, 790. 797, 798, 790, 800, 
801, 803. 

Nigada, 679. 580, 1073. 

Nipata. 273, 323. 

Ninnanthva, 421. 

Nirukta, 120, 222, 271. 

NirvSpa, 1192. 

Nirvapana, 946. 

Nivids, 1037. 

Nispadyato, 485. 

Nitya, 1519, 1520, 1621, 1523, 1524, 
1525, 1684. 

Nivara. 1665, 1566 

Nivo^anah .... iti gfirhapatyamapatis- 
thate, 1061. 

Nivltft, 1260, 1271i 1272, 1273, 1274* 
Nivitam manufySnSm, 1269. 

Niyama, 91. 
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Xoniinative, li'fjO, 

1314,- ini8, 1320. 1322. 1320. 1333, 
1330, 1340, !343, 1352. 13:^3. i:;oo, : 
1304, 1384. 

Xominatlve a«f*nt, 120'), 1313, I?. 
Xon-emplovinent, ir>23. 

North, 1281. 

N or th waTii i inosp , 1 281 , i :?82. 

Namos, 323, 347. 472, 473, JSI, 1 *.{•(, 1 
495, 1352. 

Nrcakaan, 1102. 

Number, 978, 994, 999, 1001, ion2. 
1003, 1014. 1015, 1016, 1021, 1023. 

1313, 1315, 1317,1319, 1322, 1326, 

1332, 1334, 1336, 1343, 1345, I 52, 

1311^8. 

Number — singular, 994, 990, lun.'j. 10!/,. 
Slumber— plural, 994, 102:^ 

Objective, 1322, 1329, 1336. 1340. 1.31 1, 
1343, 1346. 1347, 1359, 1360, !56(. 

1384; 

Ablations. 184. 

Observances, 1310. 

!)mnipres©nti, 519, 521, 522. 

Option* 133, 134. 137, 138. 112, 140. 
151. 

Origin, 122, 167, 1 140. 

!)rigm pf the word, 122. 

[Irigirial, 1452. 

Origination, 1150, 

Ownership, 143if. 

Pacakah, 1351, 1352. 

Pacati, 1335, 1345, 1350, 1351. 

Paeati devadattab, 1345, 1353. 

Pain, 26, 321. 

Pairs, 1178. 

PaktS, 1346, 1350. 

Pakta devadattab, 1345. 

Palmistry, 121. 

Pauroda^ika , 1212, 1214. 

Pans, 1419. 

l^Fincada^asHmidbenrraTiubi iTyat, 1 195. 
Pandavav 191. 

Panini, 266, 272, 273, 274, 282, 1329 
1330, 1335, 1360, 1361. 

Parents, 10. 

Paribhojanlya, 1 70;f. 

Paridhi, 639. 

Parisa?:)k}iya, 01 , 92. 

ParivirasT, 1188. 

Parlance, CO, 61, 323, COO, 1138, 1213, 
1483. 

Participle, 1032. 

Parties, 1601, 1571. 

Paruii-dita, 1286. 

Paryagnikarapa, 868, 860. 
Paryagnikrtam, 869, 861, 

Paryudf 4261 , 1254. 

216 


701. to; 709 1030, 1235, 1236, 
151(1, 1611. 

P.UMibnndlit!, I i M, 1 145. 

1101. 

Paruiualabhota 701 

Patafijali. 2i‘>7, 2T2, 27.3. 278, 2.SO, 2.82. 

283. 287, 201, 1320, 1331, 1337. I.33H 
Pati.'i ( t.i' jolvali, 1.380. 
pMiivp,i4inyMi:j., 1231, 1235, I23ij, 1238. 
iVttnivafa, Vi.TO. 8(50. SOI, 1113, 1114, 
1115. llKi, ins. 1120, 1121. 
Patnlvataiungnivanat ^ 

Papih ^uklah, 1333. 

Patuaya 9uklsl,i, 1333 
Patasya cuklat-vam, 1333 
Prturnnmni'irt. 050. 052, 1078. 1080, 1084, 
loss. 

P.iurnatnafV;, (150. 002, 1041. U‘05, l( ()0. 
PauriuiMiuynn, Ic OO. 

. I’juu'Maruasyafu . lOOO. 

I Pmui .uuuasvain pfiurnaiunayiiiu vajetii, 

1 895. 

! Pavniikauu. 1040,1011, 1526, 1527. 1532, 

I 1533, 1534. 

I Pnvitra, 1703. 

! rnya.^a juliuti, 079. 

I Payment, 10.19, 
i Poualtioa, 1378. 

Perception. 9, 121, 131, III, 142, 252, 
1218. . 

Pormisbihility , 12.54, 1255. 

PhalacMJnaaa, 1102, 1100, 1401. 1-10:?, 

1 1.04, M05. MOO, 1503, 1562, 1503. 
Pbom lic.?, 225. 

Pilupaka, 975. 

Pindapit ryajna, 1 598. 

Pingak.'iiT, 901, 009, 968. 

Phiguksya , 959. 

PUhurapulni, 975, 

Plants, SO. 

I’lear-airo, 20, 119, 187, 521. 

Plurality, 1229, 1230, 1624. 

Poetry, 278. 

Possessor, 1290. 

Post, 03. 141, 145, 1028, 1030, 1187, 
1518, 1557, 1010, 1611. 

Pot. 1152. 

Potency . 5(.»9, oil, 566. 566, 568, 884, 
997. O.iO, 1108, 1316, 1316, 1347. 
Pounding, 1239, M95. 

Pouring, 9!(i, 1 1 Jl, 1365. 

PracindovS nbhajanta Haksinam pita- 
lab, 1286. 

Prabarati, 1070. 

Praiea, 480, 1051. 

PraiHC, 24, 20. 32, 40, 42, 49. 00, 61, (i3, 
72, 73, 94, 98, 441, 444, 445, 446, 1227. 
Praitu hatu^camosuh pra brahitianab 
prodgatM)atn 1477. 

Prajepati,'*^42 44. 189. 
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Pr.ijapatyn, 925. 

Prakarana. 143, 936, 1173, 1176, 1182, 
1183, 1186, 1188, 1190, 1191, 1192, 

1193, 1195, 1207. 1208, 1209, 1210, 

1212, 1213, 1231, 1269, 1661. 

Prakrti 1231. 

PrarnSna, 11S5. 

PrSnabhftah, 457. 

Pragitra, 1051, 

Prastara, 1070. 

Prastotr, 1464. 

Pratahsavanee, 1129, 1130, 1550. 

Prataranuvaka, 1653. 

Prathamabhaksah, 1471. 

Prathana, 05, 951. 

Prathayati, 95. 

Pratihartr 1464. 

PratigfhnTyat, 1406. 

Pratigrhyato, 1409. 

Piatipab, 1229. 1230. 1233. 

Pratipat kalpa, 1192. 

PrStifSkhyas 282. 

Pr atis th 5 kam asy a eka vim^a tl ranu bru- 
yat, ll>6, 1191. 

Praudhi-vada, 855. 

Pravaras, 45. 

Pravagya, 1247, 1250, 1264, 1265. 

PrSya. 677. 

Prayadaryana, 1131. 

Pray 5, 1136. 

Prayajas, 289. 635, 657, 058, 1031, 1047, 
1146, 1190, 1199, 1222, 1533. 

PrayajSaena havunsyagharayati, 1000. 

Prayamya. 1144, 1145. 

Procincts, 861. 

Preclusion, 1006, 1007, 1008. 

Predicate, 1003, 1008. 

Prefixes, 323. 

Premises, 115. 

Preparatory, 710, 712, 717, 865, 866, 
1035. 

Price, 959, 985. 

Priest, 85, 153, 166, 289, 1058, 1072. 
1203, 1365, 1368, 1403, 1410, 1411, 
1414, 1415, 1416, 1442, 1444, 1401, 

1463, 1464, 1465, 1460. 1468. 1474. 

1477, 1479, 1480, 1482, 1483, 1494, 

1602. 1607, 1620. 1623, 1626, 1628, 

1029, 1035, 1636, 1638, 1039, 1640, 

1643, 1640, 1649, 1651, 1662. 

Priesthood, 1641. 

Primary ( sacrifice ), 1513, 1517, 1532, 
1552, 1603, 1604, 1607, 1608, 1616, 

. 1617. 

ProksaoTrasKdaya. 1689. 

Prompter, 1403, 1404. 

Prompting, 1391, 1397, 1414. 1596. 

Pronouns, 1415. 

Property, 897, 901, 939. 946, 959, 975, 
979, 1064, 1131, 1137, r.39, 1140, 


1141, 1142, 114.1, 1144, 1149, 1150, 

1219, 1271, 1272, 1279, 1286, 1322, 

1324, 1328, 1332, 1333, 1334, 1387 

1418, 1.503, 1568. 

Prose, 1073, 1132, 1138. 

Protection, 818, 1379. 

Pfstakota, 570. 

PrthupSjavatl, 1088. 

Punarabhyunnita, 1110. 

Punita. 605. 

Purakrta, 25. 

PurAna, 25, 26, 129, 272. 

Purchase. 970. 971, 981, 982, 984, 986. 
987, 988, 993, 1619. 

Purification, 97, 293, 294,1295, 296, 1019» 
1367, 1374. 

Purity, 10. 

Purity original, 10. 

Purnahuti, 50. 

Puroda^a, 1212, 1652, 1653. 
‘PurodaQii^akalani, 1704. 

PurodS^a vessel, 1212. 
PurodaQaficatiirdha karoti, 1194. 
Puronuvftkya, 667, 1652, 1653. 

Purusa, 1297. 

Purvakalpa, 25. 

Pusan, 1069, 1256, 1257, 1260, 1262, 
1263, 1264, 1266, J267. 
Pfisaniiraantrana, 1188. 
PurvodyuraraavSsySyfim vodim karoti 
1192. 

PutTka, 1495, 1567, 1568. 

Qualification. 1294, 1297, 1346, 1359, 
1363, 1547, 1.557, 1558. 

Quarters, 45. 

Quartering, 1049, 1051, 1052, 1442, 1456. 
Kaja, 1465, 

Raj any a, 823, 824. 

RajB, 810,817,818,819, 820. 821, 822, 
823, 824, 827, 828 1297, 1648. 
Kajanamabhisi fleet, 822. 

Rajs rajasiiyena yajeta, 816. 
Rajapurusali, 1297. 

Kajosuya, 816, 817, 821, 828, 830, 
1210, 1497. 

^Rajya, 818, 819, 824, 827, 1648. 

• Baksa, 276. 

Rama, 190. 

Rathantara, 805, 807, 812, 813, 814, 
919. 

Rathantara-sAma, 807, 808. 

Batrlsatra, 62. 

Beyadhyudham sAma, 1139. 

Reading, 40. 147, 617, 772, 1784, 1S(I6, 
1507. 

Becensions, 127, 803, 1409. 

Beceptacle, 1114. 

Redneea, 969, 970, 979, 981, 987, 989. 
Ragraas, 1633. , 
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loins, 1008. 

lojection, 1161, 1104, ll7i, 1174, 1218, 
1219, 1220, 1221, 1372, UU, 1523. 
telationship, 9, 23, 41, 91, 413,472, 
779, 782, 786, 810, 950,05:1, flOO, 001, 
962, 963, 966, 960. 980, 9S1, 982, 983, 
984. 088, 091, 1162,117.3, 1184, 1213, 
1424, 1611. 

Remembrance, 39, 105, 108, 237. 
Remnants, 1108, 1110,1111 !M3, IU4. 


1116, 

3118, 

1119, 

1120, 

1123, 

1124. 

1125, 

M26. 

1127, 

U30, 

1419, 

1421), 

1421 . 

U22, 

1426, 

1427, 

1438, 

1 430, 

1441, 

1445, 

.1447, 

1448, 

1440, 

14.50, 

1452, 

1453, 

1454, 

1455, 

1456, 

1457, 

1458, 

1459, 

1460, 

1461, 

1403. 

1470, 


>1480 

^motenesa. 1178, 1182, 1213. 
baigniug, 1432. 
letirement, 1224. 
ijBvnti, 785, 787. 

See. 855, 856, 857, 1257, 1401. 

(insing, 178. 

^nsing of the mouth, 178. 
fising, 1068, 1009. 

ji-.u, 863, 865, 866, 0l)0, 917, toil, 
[1034, 1040, 1305, 1.366, 1403, 1534. 

' Igveda, 890, 1131, 1148. 
iik, 670, 787, 1131. 1132, 1137, 1138, 
'1139, 1148. 

loot, 477, 481 . 482, 485. 496, 610. (Ul, 
612.610,621,689 770, 877, ^78, 90S, 
;U02, 1200, 1292, 12r4, 1.301,1302, 
1313, 1320, 1343, 1344. 15»6, 1587. 
opo, 1187, 1546, 1857, 1858. 
sis, 99, 100, 127. 

:tugi'ahefti, 1486. 

itvik, UiO, 1630, 1631, 1632, 16,34, 
1630, 1637, 1639. 

:tvTktva 1634. 
udhi, 962. 
ukmin, 194. 

^crifice, 63, 80, 85, 89, 90, 93,98, 99, 
iJ44, 156. 157, 179, 321, 373. 376, 381, 
386, 392, 397, .'98, 4V'0, 403, 404, 406, 
411, 423, 499, 501, 503, 506, .506, 543, 
621, 631, 633, 636, 647, 650, 6.>2, 654, 
658, 669, 664,'. 666, 668, 670, 672, 

674, 675, 701, 702, 704, 705,700, 717, 
736, 737, 738, 782, 783, 805, 807, 811, 
813, 816, 816, 817, 832, 833, 840,841, 
846, 850, 852, 853. 865, 866, 867, 858, 
860, 861, 863, 804, 860,867,868,869, 
:870, 871, 872, 881, 883, 941, 942, 943 
4983, 1028, 1030, 1034, 1049, 1043, 
. ;«)44, 1069, 1072, 1074. 1076, 1078, 
.;1079, 1080. 1081, 1083, 1085, 1086, 
r|l087, 1088, 1094, 1097. 1122, 1123, 
iJil, 1W»2, 1163, 1154, 1191. 1219, 


122.3, 

1224, 

1225, 

1226, 

1227. 

1229, 

1232, 

1235, 

1236, 

1237, 

1238, 

12.'. 9, 

P4l, 

1242, 

1246. 

1247, 

1248, 

1249, 

1252. 

1253, 

1255. 

12.56, 

1260, 

1267, 

1276, 

1277, 

1279, 

1269, 

1291, 

1304, 

1307. 

1311, 

1312. 

1364, 

1365, 

1366, 

1308, 

1370, 

1371, 

137^, 

1374. 

1377, 

1378, 

1379, 

1380, 

1381, 

1382, 

1383, 

1.384, 

13.^5, 

1390. 

1391 , 

1399, 

1400, 

1403. 

1464. 

1407, 

1409. 

1410, 

1411, 

1412, 

1414, 

1418, 

1434, 

1436, 

1437. 

1 4,38. 

1412. 

1453, 

1455, 

1168, 

1461, 

1468, 

1486, 

1487. 

M88, 

1490, 

1491 , 

1493, 

1494, 

1503, 

1505, 

1506, 

1514, 

1615, 

1616, 

1618, 

1520. 

1521, 

1522. 

1523, 

1624, 

1525, 

1526, 

152'^, 

1529, 

1530, 

1531, 

1633, 

1561, 

1563, 

1564, 

1668, 

1582, 

1595, 

1596, 

1508, 

1600, 

lOid, 

160 >, 

1603, 

, 1604, 

1605, 

110(1, 

1607. 

1611, 

1616. 

1620, 

1625. 

1630, 

1631, 

1634, 

1636, 

1638, 

1639, 

1640, 

1641, 

1643, 1 

[645. 




Srtcriliccr. b»0 

. 141, 

, I6(>5. 

1232, 

1380, 

1432, 

1113. 

1486, 

1187, 

1188, 

1490, 

1494. 






Sacrificial, 49, 

94, 

119. n 

7, 224 

, 229, 

274, 2 


1 . 390, 

39S, 400, 441 

, 677, 

!)04, 998, 1028. 1029. 1187 

, 1218, 

1304, 

1412, 

1490, 

1491, 

1495, 

1496, 

1514, 

15.33, 

1567, 

KWl, 

1565, 

1607, 

1632, 


1634, 1638, 1640. 1643, 1645. 
Sacrificing, 778, 853, 854. 

Smiarm. lvS56.I850 
Saclasya. 1640, 1041. 1642. 

Soeso’gvrt5 pratigiliyiitc, 1409. 
Sftghya-sQtn, 1102. 

Sahna, 1223. 

SfikainprasthRvya, 1 452. 

*Samfitkite samuthitli otc , 1709. 
Samakhvrt, 117.3, 1175, 1183, 1184, 1187, 
1189, 1190, 1191, 1192, 1193, 1194, 
1195, 1212. 1213, 1214, 1215. 

I Srima, 677. 780. 787, 803, 804, 806, 807, 

■ 812, 1090, 1132,1138, 1139, I UO. IMl. 
1142, 1148. 

i Samasiiynjf.ah, 1448. 

■ Samaviivn, 1165. 

j Samaveda. 276, 803, 1141, 1148, 1162, 
1153,1403, 1465. 

1 Sannavcdic, 1465. 

I Sumavodius, 146*;, 1460, 1467. 
Saruavatta, 1446, 1451. 

Saubhara, 793, 796. 798. 801, 803. 804. 
SamidhenTa, 1034, 1036, 1037. 1088, 1513. 

1615, 1516, 1618, 1614, 1615. 

Samidho vajofci, 1290. 

Samit, 621. 631. 

Sanmarjana, 994. 

Sainmftrsti, 1003, 1004, lOll. 

SSnnSyyt, 1212, 1452, 
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SampradAnatva, 671. 

Samsthas. 1239, 1243, 1244. 1245, 1246. 
1247, 1580.1582, 

Sanctifications, 939, 946, 1202, 1235, 
1491, 1527, 1551, 1601, 1602, 1632. 
Sandam^a,' 1047. 

S^mskrta, 260. 

Sautiramam, 1453 

Sapda^a prajapatyan pftgilnalivb’ticfcrt, 
723. 

SaptadaC'Oratni, 958. 
SapdaaoratnirvHjapcyasya yiipah, 778, 
1028. 

Saptada9arfcvija\i. 1030. 

Saptadaga SamidluT'nirannbruyjit, 1513. 
Sarasvata, 019. 

Sarit, 1327. 

Sapvaprsthosti, 1454, 1458. 

Sarvam puniaakriryam, 1044. 

Sapv«rtlia, 1644. 

Sarvatahpariharani agvinani Miaksa- 
yatj, 1459, 14B0. 

Satisfaction, 1107. 

Sattpa, 808; 892, 12.10, 1035. 
Sattirmgatprakraina prachi, 1603. 
Sanmika VaiJI, 1003. 

Saurya, 1597. 

Savana, 1129, U30, 1140. 

Savaniya, 1146, 1188, 1535, 1/337, 1'39, 
1540, 1541, 1546, 1649, loOib 15:)3, 1557. 
1709. 

Sa yadi rojanyam va vaigyan vri yajayot 
nyagrodhostibhJh, 1491, 1562. 

Science, 119, 121, 123, 173, 179, 185, 225, 

237, 240, 241. 

Science of reasoning, 121. 

Scionco, sdriptnval, 1112, 1500. 
Scripture.s, 110. HI, 128. 179, 181, 201, 

204, 206, 220, 232, 233, 234, 230, 237, 

238, 242, 259, 263, 204, 280, 282, 294, 
303, 308. 309, 316, 502. 

Seeing, 1102. 

Self, 321. 

Series of Ideas, 519, 

Services 1442, 1007, 1019. 

Shai’e, 1256. 1257, 12>0, 1442, 1443. 
Sickness, 1393. 

Signification, 0, 88, 04, 97, 279, 411, 
443, 552, 807, 8l6, 821, 1078, 1102, 
1163, 1206. 1365, 1573 
Silence. 1045, 1040, 1048. 

Silver, 4! 

Sin, 1309, 1312. 

Singularity, 1319. 

.Size, 521, 1028 
Sky, 13. 80, 295. 

Slabs, 1239 

Slices, 1419, 1421, 1422, 1424. 1426, 
1427, 1428, 1431, 1433, 1434. 1435. 
Slicing, 1423. * 


Slowness, 1141. 

Smrta, 156. > 

SmrtiSf 104, 105, 106, 107, 108, 100»! 
110, 112, 114, 115, 118, U9, 123,124,: 
126, 127, 128, 129, 130, 131, 132, 133, 
134, 135, 137, 138, 139, HO. 142, 143^ 
i 144, 147. 150, 152, 153, 164. 166, 156;: 

I lOi, 163, 164, 165. 169, ITO, 173, 175^: 

! 179. 209, 210. 224, 225, 229, 237, 244, 

i 245, 247, 260,»27l, 317, 533, 826, 925j 


1106, 

1218, 

1221, 

1278. 

1279, 

!282; 

130 5 

1306, 

1307. 

1309, 

1310, 

131 1, 

1312. 

1320, 

1330, 

1365, 

1381, 

till. 

1412, 

14U, 

1418, 

1449i 

1457, 


HGtL 

M6I, 

1462, 

1403, 

1468, 

uw, 

1471, 

N75, 

1477. 

1479. 

1482, 

im. 

14.S1 

H85, 

1480, 

1490, 

1491, 

1404, 

M05. 

1490, 

1593, 

1662, 

1503, 

13«4, 

1567, 

1508, 

1582/ 

1583, 

1014, 

lois; 

1029 






otna. 

150, UiO, 647, 

701, 702, 705 

, 700. 

717. 

872, 902, 959, 

970, 9 

71, 983 

085, 

1050, 

1051, 

1 108, 

1109, 

HU). 

Mil. 

1110, 

1117. 

1124, 

1128, 

1129, 

1130. 

1239, 

1241, 

246, i: 

M9. 




juice, 1110. 

701, 705. 
vendor, 1(>2!). 

Somaindra, U1 1 , 14 14. 

Sonxaindrani carunnirvapet yah somani;' 
van) at i, MIL 

Sori).<ipai!3nftu-i carunnirvapot nemapirf- 
tam, 1204. 1268. 

Soninrudri, ii88. • 

SoinarudrTya, 1192. 

Soma^^vi/gue viltitamivaidat karoti, 1122. 
Soul, 500. r>{)3, 607, 511, '516 618, 519, 
521, .522, 999 
Space, 1611. Il13. 

Speech, 5, 292, 1068, 1069. 

Sphot.'i 290, 

Sphyn, 950. 0' 

Sphyegea kaprilani ca, 956. 

Spring, 832. : L 

Sruva, 631 
Srati, 454. 

Sruk, 1070. 1284. 

Sruva, 1505, 1508, 1510, 1611, 

Smna, 1173, 1175, 1183, 1184, 1186,. 
1188, 1189. 1191, 1192, 1193, 1194, 
1195, 1207, 1210, 1212, 1213, 1661. 
Stone, 1239. 

Stoty, 20, 100, 119 
Stotici, 1140. 

Striking, 1377. 

Students, 915, 1310. : 

Stnti, 642, 663. ^ ; ^ . 

Subrahiuanya, 1463. 

Subserviency, 1611, 1615. -g;; 

Subsidiary-action, 626, 528^, 531, 
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644> 854, 1162, 1387, 1596. 1696. mi, 
1598, 1599, 1802, 1603, 1604, 1606, 
1607, 1608, 1611, 1616, 1617, 1619, 
1620* 

Substances, 939, 946, 962. 963. 906, 068, 
969, 970, 972, 974,975, 976, 978 , 979, 
980, 985, 987 , 988, 089. 990, 991, 993, 
i 1006, 1012. 1014, 1023, 1028. 1219, 

' 1 : 257 , 13331 1334, 1349, 1352, 1438, 

■ 1439, 1447 ; 1453il46^^ 1506, 1537. 
Sabstao tive, 074. 

BabaMtute,l491, 1603, 1562, 1565. 1566, 
r .1567..1668..-,--.:'/;.:,. 

Substitutiou. 1562,1563. 
Subsbratruin,.S02, 611, 979, 1568. 
iS-ftifem vUka; 1070, 1071, 1072. 1073, 1074. 
1075, 1076, 1078. 1079, 1080, 1082, 
1083, 1084, 1085,1209, 1210. 

Suktaoaka ewiyafya, 1073. 

^uktiEivakona prastaram praharati, 1070. 
Sun. 894. 

Supplementary, 726. 

Supplementary Sentence), 726. 

^u^iro vS etarhi paguh. . . .chidrapidha* 
i narthopi, 1663. 

Sutya, 1146, 1148, 1146, 1549, 1707 
SuvasasS bhavitavyam, 1382, 
Svalak^a^a, 342. 

SvSrSjya, 1058. 

Jvayamuaadya yajati, 1457. 
ivi^takft, 1078, 1420, 143S, 1439, 1441, 

: 1446, 1446, 1451, 1452, 1454, 1456. 
Synonym, 1209, i:i30, 1361, 1432. 
Syntactical connection, 16, 920, 946, 
972. 985, 1000, 1046, 1048, 1093, 1105, 
1131, 1139, 1155, 1167, 1167, 1239, 
. 1248, 1249, I25i>, 1267, 1273, 1370, 
1372, 1404, 1516, 1526, 1610. 
lyntuctical split, 67. 784. 797. 839, 848, 
r 859, 873, 930, 1027, 1099, 1273, 1425. 
|y ntactical unity , 683. 
lyonante sadanam kynomi— sida, 1179, 
! 1180, 1196, 1204, 1205. 
ladvidhah kartnabhedah, 469. 
lotU^in, 919 , 1569. 

fail, 1234, 

?aittiriya, 1250. 

ramasmai bkaksam prayaochot, 1492, 
;i493, * 

[Am oaturbbiradatto, 90, 01. 
fanunapAt, 631, 1290. 
fAp, 1327. 

jasmanmaitrSvariinah pre^yati ciinuca- 
[haca, 1193, 1203,* 1651. 
bsmStpilsA prapi^tabhagah adatko hi 
l|ah, 1266, 

l^mat somo nanupahOtena peyah, 1482, 
ttsniSt suvar^am hiranyam, bbaryara, 
|l38i . 


Teacher.^, 946, 1266. 

Technicality, 1339. 

Teeth, 1264, 1268, 

Temporal, 1412. 

Temporal actions, 1387. 

Tense, 1278. 1279. 

Tense- Present, 1278, 1270, 

Terminus, 1509, 1570, 1571. 1572. 1680, 
1582, 1584, 1.^87. 1589, 1590, 1591. 
Theories, 122, 123, 223. 390. .513, 615, 
709, 8J0, 914 , 915, 930, 931. 932, 933, 
941, 963, 968. 976, 1009, 1320, 1372. 
Thief. 5,46. 

Thread, 178. 

Thread- Wearing of the sacred, 178. 
Threatening, 1377. 

Threefoldnesa, 1557. 

Threshing, 946, 951, 0.52, 95 i, 1065, 
1066, 1067, 1196. 

Throwing, 1432, 

Time, 859, 878 , 880, 891, 893 . 804. 897. 
901, 1044, 1065, 1066, 1068, 1070, 1075, 
1311, 1313, 1314, 1370, 1479, 1406, 
1528, 1519. 1550, 1654, 1604, 1030, 
1632, 1634. 1630. 

Tlrthasnana, 1370. 

Tisra ahuiirjuhoti, 722. 

Touching 845, 850, 862, 854, 1604, 1605, 
1606. 

Toya, 1327. 

TraidhStavTyS diksaniyfi, 881. 

Trayj, 1138, 

Trayividya, llv8. 

Tree, 1554. 

Trio, 054. 

Trnani, 1023. 

Tfvrt, 214. 

Trpyatu, 1107. 

Truth, 1309, 1310. 

Tvara hi agno, 103. 

Tvastra, 861. 

Tvastr, 1110, ill7. 

TvftstrampStnTvatam, 858. 

Twicfvborn, 810, 817. 

Tying, 1640, 1657. 

Uccairrea kriyate. .yadi pxkta ulvanam 
kurute, 1131. 

Ucchista, 1485. 

UdaySin^a, 1144, 1145. 

Udbhid, 373, 374, 376, 383. 

IJddeyya, 881, 884, 1002, 1017. 

Udgatr, 1463, 1465, 1467. 

Udgatfiiam camasah, 1463, 1465. 
Udumbara, 63. 

Udyat Sunvanti SamidhenlstanvabhCli,' 
1614. 

Uha. 102, 276, 278, 279, 280, 1664. 1568. 
Uktha, 1239. ' 

Ukthyaal244, 1669, 1570, 1580, 1683. 
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l^kihyam grholySt, 1580. 

Uiiit» lUl. 

Upadadhati, 855, 856. 

Upadeya, 875, 1017. 

Upaga, 1628. * 

Upahuta upahvayasva, 1463, 1484. 
CJpakarana, 1535. * ‘ • 

Upanayana, 1304, 1307. • ‘ • 

Upanisiadio;'521. 

Upain^u, 662, 060,677, 170.5. 

(Tpam^u ^aurnamSayani, 077. 

UpSiMQU Yaga, 666, 674, 677. 

Upam9U Yaslavyah, (iOO. 

UpSragu YSgamantarS yajati, 072, 077. ' 
IJpamgu Yoga, 1169, 14*5, 1447. 1448. 
Upari hi devebhyo dharavati, 1283. 
Upasada, 872. 1144, 1146, 1186, 1223, 
1224,1225,1226,1227,12.53. 
Upasarjana, 1298. 

Upaafchana, 1090, 1091, 1099, UOO, 1101. 
LTpatiathati, 1003. 

X}p&vaharai;ia, 1562. 

Upavaniga, 862. 

Upavlta, 1034, 1030, 1039, 1274, 1270. 

1277, 1278, 1279, 1280. 

Upavyayate, 1273, 1278. 

Upavyayat© dovalaksmameva tafc 
kurute, 1278. 

0rdhvam5ghgrayati, 079. 

UruprathS, 81, 93. 

UsranSm , 103. 

Utsrjati, 869. 

UttarSrdhat svi8takite*vadyati, 1445 
Utterance, 1084, 

Uttering of speech, 1008, 1009. 
Uttigthan, 1068. 

Utti^than anvftha agnidagmn 
vihira, 1068. 

Vadet, 1304, 1319, 1365. 

Vafaarjana, 153. 

Vaikahkata, 1040. 

Vaigvadeva, 423. 

Vaigvadevi Smiksa, 736, 740. 
VaigvSnara, 668. 

Vaigya, 1490, 1618, 1563. 

VaiyakAranaa, (see* Grammarian ’). 
Vajapeya, *406, 1028, 1029, 1030, 1191. 
Vftjapoyasya, 1030. 

Vftjibhyo vAjinam, 730, 742, 

Vajina, 737. 

Vsjrini, 1661. 

Vakya, 1168, 1172, 1173, 1175, 1179, 

1182, 1186, 1189, 1190, 1191, 1192, 

1193, 1195, 1203, 1204, 1205, 1200, 

1207, 1209,1210,1212. 

VskyapadTya, 333. 

VSkyatva, 1134. 

Vakya-Bheda, 972, 1648. 

VSkyam bhidyota, 1550. 


V‘akya-9e^, 468, 926. -■ 

Vapapraoara, 1649. 

Vapaya prAtahsavane pracarariti, 164.3. ; 

Vapaya. praoaranti purodagena nii&dh< 

. yandine savane, 1562. 

Vai^ana, 1636. 

Vftrana. 1040. 

VaravantTya, 774, 782, 785, 787, 1141 
Varavatitiyamagni:)r.QmaRah)a kiiryam , 

‘ 774. r ‘; ■■ 

Varhili, 416. 

Vari, 1327. / 

Varkara, 1325. ^ ' 

Vaftihi, 154, 178, 208. 209. 230, 244, 
254, 319, .339, 340, 341, 306, 374, 465; 
.547, 562, 654, 666, 507, 669* 604. Oil. 
613,709,760, 874. 1076, 1083, 1138, 
1227, 1275, 1458, 1478, 1500, 1502, 
1529, 1005. 1(150. 

Vartraghnl, 1043. 

Varuna, 292. [1526. 

Varuna, 1390, 1393, 1397, 1400, 1401, 
1410. 

Varnno grhnSti, 1398. 

Vanino vii etam pratigpUnati yo’ gvam 
piatigfbpnti, 1390. 

Vasonto brahmano'gmnaclHdhita, 832, 
Vasanto vasanto jvotisa, 902. 

VaaatkSm, 1470, 1471, 1473, 1474 1477, 
1480 1480, 1487, U88. 1489. 
Vasatkartr, 1471, 1472, 1474, 1477, U80. 
VasatkartuK prathamo bbaksah, 1470, 
1472,1480. 

Vasatkartuli camasah, 1470. 

Vashiatha, 190. 

Vaso, il02. 

Vasumat, 1107. • 

Vata berries, 1490. 

! Vatsa, 1325, 

1 Vatsamalablieta, 862. 

Vayu, 705, 1113, HU. 

Vftyavyain gvotarnalabheta bhutikS-, 
mail, 845 

Veda, 6, 16, 17, 20. 20, 38. 39, 62, 61, ; 
89, 91, 101, 104, 105, 106, 108, 109; - 
U3i 114, Ur», 116. 117, 119, 127, 129, 
130, 134, 136, 147, 160, 166. 157, 167, 
171, 172, 175, 176, 177, 178, 179, 180, 
188. 209, 213, 217, 220. 224. 226, 227;-: 
228, 229, 232. 234, 235, 237, 238, 240,^; 
241. 242, 243, 246, 266. 260, 27S^. 278, 
279. 280. 281, 284, 294, 306, 30fe-, 316, 
323, 326. 350, 352, 374, 501, 606, 652, 
564, 695. 600, 601 819, 908, 909, Oli^ v 
924, 994, 996, 997, 998.i 999, 113]l;‘ 
1132. 1134, 1137, 1138, 1139, 1140; 

1141, 1143, 1144, 1147, 1148, lUft 

1160, 1152, 1164, 1177, 1197, 1214, 

1218, 1266, 1365, 1366, 1379, 138lr>;: 

1445, 1446, 1483, 1484, ^ 
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110,281. 

\redarpr3ya, 1135. 

Vedii 918. 

^'«dtc, 13, 17, 25, 88, 99, 106, 107, 110, 
■ 111, 112, 114, 116, 116, 118, 124, 126, 

; 127. 128. 129, 131, 132, 134, 133, 137, 
; 138, 139, 140, 111, 142, 146, Ut, 153, 
164,169, no, 171, 173, 179, 181, 185, 
4 187, 212, 213, 214, 221, 221, 227, 228, 
?! 229, 244, 248, 247 , 262, 262,263,269, 
274, 276, 277, <286, 287, 506, 516, 562, 
VI 563, 601, 780, 903, 919 , 952 , 998, 
1024, 1086, 1177, 1196, 1387, 1388, 

;! 1389, 1390, 1391, 1394, 1396, 1411, 
H 1412, 1484, 1671, 1608, 1630, 1634. 
yesetable8',.946. 

Verbs, 323. 347, 472, 473, 474 , 481, 
482, 483, 48«>. 494/ 496, 565, 666, 
; 567, 668, OlO, 611, 912, 613, 618, 
621, 623, 624, 628, 635, 636, 722, 
853. 877, 1032, 1291, 1292, 1294, 
1295, 1297, 1300, 1301, 1313, 1314, 

! 1317, 1319, 1329, 1341, 1342, 1344 

' 1346, 1346, 1347, 1848, 1360, 1384, 

1686, 1687, 1617, 1648. 

Verb — ImperBonal, ISiiO. 

Verb— Intranstive, 491, 1.341. 

Verb — Transitive, 491. 

Vernacular, 260, 307, 308. 

Verses, 1087, 1088, 1090, 1093, 1095, 

1096, 1101, 1181, 11.32, 1138. 1139, 

' 1614,1652. 

Vessels, 808, 994, 995, 999. 1003, 1004, 
V 1006, 1011, 1013, 1016, 1017, 1021, 

' I 1026, 1027, 1020, 1640, 1641, 1212, 

: i 1446, 1461, 1453. 1467, 1458, 1459, 

i! 1479, 1486, 1618, 1623, 1524, 1666, 

1669. . 

idevana, 1637. 
idheya, 881. 
idhi, 91, 486, 506, 1017. 
idhrti. 1703. 

VidhySdi, 1209. 

VijSanavada, 123, 
j^ikrti, 1266. 
f^iolation, 1213. 
j/i^vamitra, 190. 

675. 

l/ianurupftm^u yastavyaii, 072. 
Vitiation, 1312. 

996, 997 . 998, 999. 

VusoAitter, 1416, 1416, 

{^omitting, 1411, 1412, 1414, 1416. 1410. 

: a4l8 

Vratam krputa iti vBcam visirjati, 1068. 
STfdhanvat!, 1043 
fehi. 1562, 1566, 1666. 

794 , 

^rstlkBmasya^ 797, 799. 

243 , 762, 862. 943. 


V yakarnady 120, 260| 2(30 ^ 262^ 263, 266v 
267, 268, 969, 276. 277» 278, 280; 283,' 
287, 291. 292, 293, 294, 298, 304 , 306^ 
306. 307, 316, 319, 322, 1330, 1330. 
Vyaharatiatva, 268, » 

Vyakti,332. ^ 

VyavadKaraiiakalparta, 1496. 

VVa5hing-^946, 994, 999, 1004, 1006, 
1012. 1019, 1020, 1020, 1027. - 

Wa.shmg— hand 1()45, 1046. 

Water; 418, 1618, 1623. 

Weakness, 1178, 1207. 

Wearing, 1382, iSsa. 1384. 1385. 1386. : 
Western, 265. ^ 

Wife, 1065, 1232. 1380. 

Windows, 49. - 

Wine. 193, 1453. . 

Wish, 998. 

Woman, 1380. 1381. 

Wood, 1606, 1518. 

Worship, 1063, 1173. 

Wounding, 1377. 

Yadanyanycan masajuhvati, 1496. 

Yadi, 810. 

. Yadi brahrnano Yajeta— Yadi rajanyah- 
etc. 816. 

Yadi brhatsama Qukragrsh, 805. 

Yadi rathartarasama, 806. 

Yadi Somam na vindota putikam, 1567. 
Yadyagnistome juhoti, 1671. 

Ya evam 6^7, 659, 665. 

Yaga 925. 1432, 1435, 1436, 1437. 

Yogena bhavayet, 479. 

Yaja. 1662. 

Yajati, 621 , 023, 028, 036, 036, 868. 
Yajeta, 479. 787. 

Yaji, 670. 

Yajnapatimavati, 04, 

*Yajnatharvanat etc.* nOo. 
Yajnayajniyapragatha, 1190. 

! Yajnopaviti hi devebhyo dohayati, 

i 1280. 

i Yajamana, 1229, 1230. 1231, 1232, 1367, 
1368, 1403, 1404, 1410, 1411, 1414, 
1416, 1410, 1417, 1418, 1601, 1602, 
1135, 1640. 

Yajamano Yupah, 446. 

Yajurveda,890, il39. 1141, 1142, 1144, 
1148, 1163, 1271, 1409. 

: Yaju?, 578, 579, 1132, 1138, 1139, 1162. 
i YajyS, 687, 1071, 1072, 1073, 1074, 1087, 

; 1088, 1486, 1487, 1488. 

I Yajyanuvakya, 1086. 

! YejyapuronuvSkya, 1088. 

! YasySgnd vadyati, 701. 

I Ya te agne rajSshayS, 602. 

I YathacamasamanyBn, 1466, 

> Yatp^usi ditam, 1286. 





124?, 123: 
par^tvtfuimannsy angm 123?^; 
Spumm^ 1502. 
i^^afc^ Srtdo juhvti, 1608. 

; '^»wgika,^ 0 ^ 

■vTavR;l:S62: 

-VttvPijivam/803/800^ 001. 002. 

' Y ayajjivafti&gnihotrani, 800 . 
•YAtenis 1370, 1374. 

;.:5?'p$kr;, 9lfb.- , 


\^rifja karmanS Tt fcsyet, 138^7. 
y© pumioyah 1281. 

To p va m pratigrh n at i , 1 401 . 
Yo‘sya vrfityo hani, 3380. 
young ones, 854. 

Yo viciagilhah sa naifr^ah, 128s 
Yo vrstlkauio^ 793. 
Yiidhisthira, 192. 

Yupal.vV 1029, 1030. 

Yilyam hi atimh, 1229. 
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